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THE SUPREME COURT 
OF 
NORTH CAROLINA 


Chief Justice 
R. HUNT PARKER? 


Associate Justices 


WILLIAM H. BOBBITT? I. BEVERLY LAKE 
CARLISLE W. HIGGINS JOSEPH BRANCH 
SUSIE SHARP J. FRANK HUSKINS 


DAN K. MOORE? 


Emergency Justices 
EMERY B. DENNY WILLIAM B. RODMAN, JR. 
J. WILL PLESS, JR. 


Clerk 
ADRIAN J. NEWTON 


Marshal and Librarian 


RAYMOND M. TAYLOR 


ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 


Director 
Bert M. MontTAGUE 


Assistant Director and Administrative Assistant to the Chief Justice 
FRANK W. BULLOCK, JR. 


APPELLATE DIVISION REPORTERS 


Witson B. PArRTIN, JR. 
Ratpy A. WHITE, JR.4 





1Died 10 November 1969. 


2Appointed Chief Justice by Gov. Robert W. Scott 18 November 1969 and took office 17 
November 1969. 


Appointed Associate Justice by Gov. Robert W. Scott 20 November 1969 and took office 
1 December 1969. 
4Appointed Reporter by Supreme Court effective 1 July 1969. 
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TRIAL JUDGES OF THE GENERAL 


DISTRICT 
1 


Ola oar Ww bk 


COURT OF JUSTICE 


First Division 


JUDGES 
WALTER W, CoHOON 
ELBERT S. PEEL, JR. 
WrtutiaAM J, BUNDY 
HowarpD H. HUBBARD 
RuboLeH I. MINTZ1 
BRADFORD TILLERY2 
JOSEPH W. PARKER 
GrorcE M. Fountain 
ALBERT W. COWPER 


Second Division 


HAMILTON H. Hosaoop 
WILLIAM Y. BICKETT 
JAMES H, Pou BAILEY 
Harry E. CANADAY 
E. MAURICE BRASWELL 
Coy HE. BREWER 
EDWARD B, CLARK 
CLARENCE W. Hath 
LEO CARR 


Henry A. MCKINNON, JR. 


Third Division 


ALLEN H, Gwyn3 
WALTER HE, CRISSMAN 
EUGENE G. SHAW4 
JAMES G. ExuM, JR. 
FRANK M. ARMSTRONG 
THoMAS W. Seay, JR. 
JoHN D. McCONNELL 


WALTER E. JOHNSTON, JR. 


Harvey A. LUPTON 
R. A. COLirer, JR. 
Rosert M. GAMBILL 


Vill 


SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION 


ADDRESS 
Elizabeth City 
Williamston 
Greenville 
Clinton 
Wilmington 
Wilmington 
Windsor 
Tarboro 
Kinston 


Louisburg 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Smithfield 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
Elizabethtown 
Durham 
Burlington 
Lumberton 


Reidsville 

High Point 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
Troy 

Spencer 
Southern Pines 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Statesville 


North Wilkesboro 


Fourth Division 


DISTRICT JUDGES ADDRESS 
24 W. BE. ANGLIN Burnsville 
25 Sam J. Ervin, {II Morganton 
26 WirL1aM T. GRIST Charlotte 
26 Frep H. Hasty Charlotte 
26 FRANK W. SNEPP, JR. Charlotte 
27 P, C, FRONEBERGER Gastonia 
27 B. T. FALLS, JR. Shelby 
28 W. K. McLran Asheville 
28 Harry C, MARTIN Asheville 
29 J. W. JACKSON Hendersonville 
30 T. D. Bryson Bryson City 


SPECIAL JUDGES 


FATE J. BEAL Lenoir 
JAMES C. BOWMAN Southport 

J. WILLIAM COPELAND Murfreesboro 
A. PILSTON GODWIN Raleigh 
Ropert M. MARTIN High Point 
HUBERT E. May Nashville 
GEORGE R. RAGSDALE Raleigh 
Lacy H. THORNBURG Webster 


EMERGENCY JUDGES 


WALTER J. BONE Nashville 
W. H. 8S. Buracwyn Woodland 
FRANCIS O. CLARKSON Charlotte 
CHESTER R. Morris Coinjock 
ZEB VY. NETTLES Asheville 
Hopert E. OLIve Lexington 
GeorGE B. PATTON Franklin 

EF. DoNALD PHILLIPS Rockingham 
HENRY L. STEVENS, JR. Warsaw 


Died 2 February 1970. 

2Appointed effective 1 January 1970. 

8Died 16 December 1969. Succeeded by Charles M. Neaves, Elkin, 19 January 1970. 

¢Resigned effective 1 November 1969. Succeeded by Charles T. Kivett, Greensboro, 1 No- 
vember 1969. 
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DISTRICT 
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13 


14 


DISTRICT COURT DIVISION 


JUDGES 


FENTRESS HoRNER (Chief) 
WILLIAM 8S. PRIVOTT 


HALLETT S. WaArRD (Chief) 
CHARLES H. MANNING 


J. W. H. RosBerts (Chief) 
CHARLES H. WHEDBEE 
HERBERT O. PHILLIps, III 
RoserT D. WHEELER 


Harvey Boney (Chief) 
PAUL M. CRUMPLER 
RUSSELL J. LANIER 
WALTER P, HENDERSON 


H. WINFIELD SMITH (Chief) 
N. B. BaREFOOT1 
GILBERT H. BURNETT 


J. T. MappreEy (Chief) 
JOSEPH D. BLYTHE 
BALLARD 8. GAY 


J. PHIL Carxtton (Chief) 
ALLEN W. HARRELL 

Tom H. MATTHEWS 

BEN H. NEVILLE 


CHARLES P. GAYLOR (Chief) 
HERBERT W. Harpy 
EMMETT R. WOOTEN 
LESTER W. PATE 


JULIUS Banzet (Chief) 
CLAUDE W. ALLEN, JR. 
Linwoop T, PEOPLES 


GEORGE F. Bason (Chief) 
EDWIN S. PRESTON, JR. 
S. PRETLOW WINBORNE 
HENRY V. BARNETTE, JR. 
N. F, RANSDELL 


Rosert B. MorGan, Sr. (Chief) 
W. Pore Lyon 

WILLIAM I, GODWIN 
Wooprow HILL 


Ders 8S. CARTER (Chief) 
JOSEPH E. DUPREE 
Darius B. HERRING, JR. 
GEORGE Z. STUHL 


Ray H. Watton (Chief) 
GILES R. CLARK 


E. Lawson Moore (Chief) 
THomMAs H, LEE 
SAMUEL Q. RILEY 


ADDRESS 


Elizabeth City 
Edenton 


Washington 
Williamston 


Greenville 
Greenville 
Morehead City 
Grifton 


Jacksonville 
Clinton 
Beulaville 
Trenton 


Wilmington 
Wilmington 
Wilmington 


Weldon 
Harrelisville 
Jackson 


Pinetops 
Wilson 

Rocky Mount 
Whitakers 


Goldsboro 
Maury 
Kinston 
Kinston 


Warrenton 
Oxford 
Henderson 


Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Raleigh 
Fuquay-Varina 


Lillington 
Smithfield 
Selma 
Dunn 


Fayetteville 
Raeford 
Fayetteville 
Fayetteville 
Southport 
Elizabethtown 


Durham 
Durham 
Durham 


DISTRICT JUDGES ADDRESS 
15 HARRY HorTon (Chief) Pittsboro 
STANLEY PEELE2 Chapel Hill 
D. MarsH McLELLAND Burlington 
COLEMAN CATES Burlington 
16 Rospert FF. Froxp (Chief) Fairmont 
SAMUEL E, Britt Lumberton 
JOHN S$, GARDNER Lumberton 
18 E. D. KuYKENDALL, JR. (Chief) Greensboro 
HERMAN G. ENOCHS, JR. qreensboro 
ByRON HAWORTH High Point 
ELRETA M. ALEXANDER (creensboro 
B. GORDON GENTRY Greensboro 
KENNETH M. CARRINGTON? Greensboro 
Epwarp K, WasHINGTON Jamestown 
20 F. Ferzer Mitts (Chief) Wadesboro 
EpwARD FE. CRUTCHFIELD Albemarle 
WaLTER M. LAMPLEY Rockingham 
A. A. WEBB Rockingham 
21 ABNER ALEXANDER (Chief) Winston-Salem 


Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 
Winston-Salem 


Burorp T. HENDERSON 
RuHopA B. BILLINGS 
JOHN CLIFFORD 

A. LINCOLN SHERK 


24 J. Ray BRASWELL (Chief) Newland 
J. E. HotsHovuser, Sr. Boone 

25 Mary GAITHER WHITENER (Chief) Hickory 
JOE H. EVANS Hickory 
LIVINGSTON VERNON4 Morganton 
BENJAMIN BEAciHIS Lenoir 

26 WILLARD J. Gartina (Chief) Charlotte 
WILLIAM H. ABERNATHY Charlotte 
HowarD B. ARBUCKLE Charlotte 
J. EpwarpD STUKES Charlotte 
CLAUDIA E. WaTKINS Charlotte 
P. B. BeacHum, JR. Charlotte 
CLIFTON JOHNSONS6 Charlotte 

oT LEWIS BULWINKLE (Chief) Gastonia 
OscaR F. Mason, JR. Gastonia 
JoE EF. MULL Shelby 
JOHN R. FRIDAY Lincolnton 
WILLIAM A. MASON Belmont 

29 Forrest I. Ropertson (Chief) Rutherfordton 


RoBert T. GASH Brevard 


30 


WADE B. MATHENY 


F. FE. ALtey, Jr. (Chief) 
Rosert J. LEATHERWOOD, JIT 


Forest City 


Waynesville 
Bryson City 


1Appointed effective 1 January 1970 to succeed Bradford Tillery. 

2Appointed effective 21 October 1969 to succeed L. J. Phipps who died 1 October 1969, 
8Appointed effective 31 July 1969. 

4Appointed effective 1 August 1969 to succeed IKXKeith S. Snyder who resigned 18 July 1989. 
5Appointed effective 1 October 1969. 

8Appointed effective 13 August 1969, 


ATTORNEY GENERAL oF NORTH CAROLINA 


Attorney General 


ROBERT MORGAN 


Deputy Attorneys General 


Harry W. McGALiiArD 


RaLPpH Moopy 
JEAN A. BENoY! 


HARRISON LEWIS 
JAMES F. BuLLocK 


Assistant Attorneys General 


ParRKs H. ICENHOUR 
ANDREW H. McDANIEL 
WILLIAM W. MELVIN 
BERNARD A, HARRELL 


Mr.aArD R. Ricw, JR. 
Henry T. ROSSER 
Myron C. BANKS 

ANDREW A, VANORE, JR.2 


Simney S. Hactes, JR.3 


SOLICITORS or SUPERIOR COURT 





DISTRICT SOLICITORS 

1 HERBERT SMALL 

2 Roy R. Hotprorp, JR. 

3 W. H. S. BurGwyn, JR. 
4 ARCHIE TAYLOR 

5 LUTHER HAMILTON, JR. 

6 WaLtTerR T. BRITT 

7 WILLIAM G. RANSDELL, JB. 
8 WILLIAM ALLEN COBB 

9 Doran J. BERRY 

9A JOHN B. Regan 
10 Dan K. EDWARDS 

10A THOMAS D. Cooper, JR. 
11 THomas W. Moore, JR. 
12 W. DovueLtas ALBRIGHT4 
13 M. G. BoYETTE 

14 HENRY M. WHITESIDES 
144A ELLIOTT M. SCHWARTZ 

15 ZEB A. MORRIS 

16 W. HAMPTON CHILDS, JR. 
17 J. ALLIE HAYES 

18 LEONARD LOWE 
19 CLYDE M. ROBERTS 

20 MARCELLUS BUCHANAN 
21 ALLAN DENNY Ivey, JR.5 
tAppointed effctive 1 February 1969. 


effective 25 November 1969. 
effective 25 November 1969. 


2Appointed 
8Appointed 
Appointed 
SAppointed 


Xil 


ADDRESS 
Blizabeth City 
Wilson 
Woodland 
Lillington 
Morehead City 
Clinton 
Raleigh 
Wilmington 
Fayetteville 
St. Pauls 
Durham 
Burlington 
Winston-Salem 
Greensboro 
Carthage 
Gastonia 
Charlotte 
Concord 
Lincolnton 
North Wilkesboro 
Caroleen 
Marshall 
Sylva 
Eden 


effective 1 November 1969 to succeed Charles T, Kivett. 
effective 19 January 1970 to succeed Charles M, Neaves. 


SUPERIOR COURT, FALL SESSIONS, 1969 


FIRST DIVISION 








First District — Judge Mintz. 
Camden—Sept, 22; Dec. 8f. 
Chowan-—Sept. 8*; Nov, 24. 
Curritueck—-Sept. 1; Dec. lf. 

Dare—Oct. 20. 
Gates—Oct. 18. 
Pasquotank—Sept. 15+; Oct. 64; Nov, 3f 

(A); Nov. 10*(2). 

Perquimans—Oct. 27. 


Second District — Judge Parker. 
BReaufort—Aug. 117; Aug. 18*(2); Sept. 
15*; Oct. 18¢(2); Nov. 3+; Dec. 1%; Dec, 15. 
Hyde—oOct. 6; Oct. 27¢(A). 
Martin—Sept. 22*; Nov. 177(2); Dec. 8. 
Tyrrell—Sept. 29, 
Washington—Sept. 8; Nov. 107. 


Third District—Judge Fountain. 
Carteret—Aug. 4¢(2); Oct. 18; Nov. 3; 
Nov. 247¢€A)., 


Craven—Sept. 1(2); Sept. 297(2); Nov. 
10; Nov. 247(2); Dec. 15*. 

Pamlico—-Oct. 20. 

Pitt—Aug. 18(2); Sept. 157(2); Oct. 6 


(A); Oct. 27(A); Nov. 17; Dec. 8 


Fourth District — Judge Cowper. 
Duplin—Aug. 25; Sept, 29t; Oct. 6; Nov. 
3*; Dec. 17 (A). 
Jones—Sept. 22; Oct. 27+; Nov. 24. 
Onslow—July 14(A); July 287(2); Sept. 
22(A)(2); Oct, 207(A); Nov. 10+; Nov. 17* 
(A); Dee. 1; Dec. 8T(2). 








Sampson—Aug. 4*(A)}; Aug. 11; Sept. 1f 
(2); Oct. 18%; Nov. 17t; Nov. 24(A). 


Fifth District — Judge Cohoon. 

New Hanover—July 7t(A)(2); July 21% 
(A)(2); Aug. 4*(2); Aug. 187(2); Sept. 1t 
(A); Sept. 8+(2); Sept. 227¢(A); Sept. 29* 
(A)(2); Oct, 134(2); Oct. 27*(2); Nov. 107 
(3); Dee. 1*(2); Dee. 15fF. 

Pender—Sept. 17; Sept. 22; 297; 
WNov. 10¢A). 


Sixth District — Judge Peel. 

Bertie—Sept. 15; Nov. 17¢(2)., 

Halifax—Aug. 11(2); Sept. 297(2); Oct. 
20*; Dec, 15. 

Hertford—July 21(A); Oct. 18; Dec. 1t 
(2), 

Northampton—Aug. 4; Oct. 27(2). 


Sept, 


Seventh District — Judge Bundy. 
Edgecombe—Aug,. 11*; Sept. 1+(A); Sept. 
29*(A); Oct. 274(2); Nov, 10*; Dec. 15%, 
Nash—Aug. 4t(A); Aug, 18*; Sept. 8F 
(2); Oct. 6*; Oct. 138%; Nov. 17*(A)(2); 
Dec. 8fF. 
Wilson—July 14*; Aug. 25*(2); Sept. 22+ 
(2); Oct, 18*(A)(2); Nov. 174(2); Dee. 1%, 


Eighth District — Judge Hubbard. 
Greene—Oct. 67; Oct. 18*(A); Dee. 1, 
Lenoir—Aug. 4t(A)(2); Aug. 18*(A);3 

Sept. 1(A); Sept. &8¢4(2); Oct. 1387; Oct. 20 

*(2); Nov, 24+; Dec. 8. 

Wayne—-July 28*(3); Aug. 257(2); Sept. 

224(2); Nov. 3*(2); Nov. 17¢(A); Dee. 15%. 


SECOND DIVISION 


——— 


Ninth District — Judge Hall. 


Franklin—Sept. 15(2); Oct. 31*; Nov. 
24F, 
Granville—July 14; Oct. 6f(A); Nov. 
10(2). 


Person—Sept. 8; Sept. 297(A); Oct. 27; 
Dec. 17. 

Vance—Sept 29%; Nov. 8+; Dec. 8*; Dec. 
15, 

Warren—Sept. 1*; Oct. 20f. 


Tenth District —- Wake. 

Schedule “A” — Judge Bailey. 

July 77(2); Aug. 47¢(A)(2); Aug. 18*(2); 
Sept. 11(2); Sept. 15t(2); Sept. 29*(2); 
Oct. 204(2); Nov, 8*(2); Nov. 177(2); Dec. 
1*(3). 


Schedule “B’ — Judge Carr. 

July 7*(€A)(2): Aug. 4*(2); Aug. 18¢(2); 
Sept. 1*(2); Sept. 15*(2); Oct. 6¢(2); Oct. 
20*(2); Nov, 8f(2); Nov. 17*(2); Dec. 
17 (3). 


Eleventh District — Judge McKinnon. 
Harnett—Aug. l117(A); Aug. 25*(A); 
Sept. 1¢; Oct. 64(2); Nov, 3*(2); Dec. 157. 
Johnston—Aug. 11+; Aug. 18; Sept, 227 
(2); Oct. 20(A); Nov. 177; Dee. 1(2). 
Lee-——July 28+; Aug. 4*; Sept. 84(2); Oct. 
6t(A); Oct. 27%; Nov. 24f. 


Twelfth District. 
Schedule “A” — Judge Hobgood. 


Cumberland—Aug. 25+(2); Sept. 8t(2); 





Sept. 22(2); Oct. 138* (2); Oct. 27t(2); Nov. 
244(2). 

Hoke—Aug, 18; Nov. 17. 

Schedule ‘“B’’ — Judge Bickett. 

Cumberland—Aug. 11*; Aug. 25*(2); 
Sept. 22*(2); Nov. 3*(2); Nov. 24*(2); Dec. 
8¥*(2). 


Thirteenth District — Judge Canaday. 
Bladen—-Aug. 18; Oct. 138%; Nov. 10f. 


ye ed peers 257; Sept. 15; Dec, 
1# (2). 

Columbus---Sept. 1*(2); Sept. 22+ (2); 
Oct. OF; Oct. 27¢(2); Nov. 17*(2); Dee. 


15t. 


Fourteenth District — Judge Braswell. 

Durham—July 7*(2); Aug. 18*(3); Sept, 
8¢4(2); Sept. 22*(A); Sept. 29*(2); Oct. 
137(2); Oct. 27*(2); Nov. 10¢(2); Nov. 24 
*(2); Dee, 8*; Dec. 15f. 


Fifteenth District — Judge Brewer. 
Alamance—-July 28f; Aug. 11*(2); Sept. 
84(2); Oct. 18*(2); Nov. 107; Dee, 1*. 
Chatham—Aug, 257; Sept. 1; Oct. 27+ 
(2); Nov. 24. 
Orange—-Aug. 4*(A); Sept. 15*(A); Sept. 
227(2); Nov. 38*(A); Nov. 177; Dec. 8&8. 


Sixteenth District — Judge Clark. 
Robeson—July 7*(2); Aug. 11%; 
1*(2); Sept. 157(2); Oct. 6*; Oct. 
Oct. 20*(2); Nov. 10; Nov. 17*(2). 
Scotland——July 21; Aug, 18(A); 
37; Dec. 1, 


Sept. 
137; 


Nov. 





Xi 


THIRD DIVISION 





Seventeenth District — Judge Johnston. 
Caswell—Oct, 27; Dee. lf, 
Rockingham—July 21+(A)(2); Aug. 18° 

{2); Sept. 157(2); Oct. 18(A)(2); Nov. 17 

+(2); Dec. 8*(2), 

Stokes—Sept, 29; Oct. 6(A). 
Surry—Aug, 4*(2); Sept. 17(2); Oct. 6 

7(2); Nov. 3%(2); Dee. 1(A). 

Eighteenth District. 

Schedule ‘“‘A”’ — Judge Collier. 
Greensboro—July 7*(2); Sept. 8t(38); 

Sept. 29*(2); Oct. 18*(2); Oct. 27*(2); 

Nov. 10(A); Nov. a ee Dec. 8¢(2). 
High Point—Dec. 

Schedule “B’ — Vadce Gambill. 


Greensboro—Aug. 25°*(2); Sept. 297(3); 
Nov. 17#(2): Dee, 1*(3). 
High Point—July 14*; Aug. 18t; Sept. 


ie 22%; Oct. 20T; Oct. 27*(A); 


( 
Schedule “Cc” — Judge Gwyn. 
Greensboro—July 7{(2); Aug. 11%; Aug. 
257(2); Sept. 8*(2); Oct. 6; Oct. 27¢(2). 
High Point—Nov. 17*; Dec. 8*, 
Nineteenth District 
Schedule “A” — Judge Shaw. 


Cabarrus—-Sept, 87(2); Oct. 6(2); Nov. 
8t+(2). 

Randolph—July 14%; Sept. 22+4(2); Nov. 
24*; Dec. 17. 


1 
Rowan—Oct. 204(2); Dec. 8%, 
Schedule ‘““B’’ — Judge Lupton. 
Cabarrus—Aug. 47(A); Aug. 187%; 
25+; Nov. 17*; Dec. 87; Dec. 15%. 
Montgomery—July 7; Aug. 11T(A); Oct. 
6. 


Aug. 


Randolph—July 21+(A)(2); Sept. 1%; Oct. 
204(8); Nov. 10* 

Rowan—July 144; Sept. 8(2); Sept. 22¢ 
(2); Nov. 247(2). 

Twentieth District — Judge Crissman. 
Anson—Sept, 15*; Sept. 22+; Nov. 17f. 
Moore—Aug. 11*; Sept. 17(2); Nov. 10, 
Richmond—July 14f(A); July 21*(A); 

Sept. 297; Oct. 6*; Dec. 14(2). 
Stanly—July 7; Oct. 1387; Nov. 24. 
Union—Aug. 18+; Aug, 25; Oct, 27(2). 

Twenty-First District — Forsyth 
Schedule ‘‘A’’ — Judge Exum. 

July 7+(2); July 28(A)(3); Sept. 17(3); 
Sept. 22(3); Oct. 20¢(2); Nov. 34(2); Nov. 
24(2); Dec. 8#(2), 

Schedule “B” — Judge Seay. 

July 28¢(2); Aug. 25(3); Sept, 227(2); 
a 6T(2); Oct. 27(8); Nov. 177 (3); Dee. 
8(2). 


Twenty-Second District—Judge Armstrong. 
Alexander—Sept, 22. 

Davidson—July 7+(A)(2); Aug, 18; Sept. 
8$(2); Sept. 22(A)(2); Oct. 64; Oct. 20t 
(A)(2); Nov. 3(2); Dee. 1t(A)}; Dee. 8F(2). 

Davie—Aug. 4; Sept. 297; Nov. 3(A). 

Iredell—Aug. 117; Aug. 25: Sept. 1f; 
Oct, 18¢(A); Oct, 20(2); Nov. 17#(8); Dec, 
15(A). 

Twenty-Third District — Judge McConnell. 
Alleghaney—Aug. 25; Sept, 29, 
Ashe—July 14(A); Sept. 8+; Oct. 27, 
Wilkes—Aug, ore Sept. 15+(2); Oct. 


6; Nov. 8t(2); Dec. 8. 
Yadkin—Sept. 1*; Nov, 177(2); Dee. 2. 





FOURTH DIVISION 





Twenty-Fourth District -— Judge Martin. 
Avery—Oct. 138(2). 
Madison—Aug. 257(2); 

27+; Dee. 1%, 
Mitchell—July 28(A); Sept. 8(2). 
Watauga—Sept, 22; Nov. i0f. 
Yancey—Aug, 4; Aug. 117(2); Nov. 24. 

Twenty-Fifth District — Judge Jackson. 
Burke—Aug,. 11; Sept. 29; Oct. 18; Nov. 

17(2); Dee, 15¢(A). 

Caldwell——Aug, 18(2); Sept. 15+(2); Oct. 

6*(A); Oct. 207(2); Dee, 1(2). 
Catawba—July 21(A)(2); Aug. 4; Sept. 

14#(2); Sept. 15(A); Nov. 8(2); Dec. 15. 

Twenty-Sixth District — Mecklenburg. 
Schedule ‘A’? — Judge Bryson. 

July 7+; Aug, 4*(2); Sept. 14(2); Sept. 


Sept. 29*; Oct, 


157(2); Sept. 29*(2); Oct. 207(2); Nov. 3* 
(2); Nov, 17¢(2); Dee. 1*(3). 

Schedule “B”’ — Judge Anglin. 

July 7*(2); Aug. 4t(A); Sept. 17(2); 
Sept. 15*(€2); Sept. 297(2); Oct. 184(¢€2); 
Oct. 27%(2); Nov, 10f(A); Nov. 17*(2); 
Dec, 1+(3 


Schedule “C” — Judge Falls. 

July 7*(A)(2); Aug. 4*(2); Sept. 17(3); 
Sept. 29*(2); Oct, 184; Oct. 20*(2); Nov. 
8¢(2); Nov. 17¢(2); Dec. 1*(3), 

Schedule “D” — Judge to be assigned. 

Sept, 1*(A)(2); Sept. 297(A)(2); Oct. 
274 (A) (2); Nov. 17*(A)(2)3 Dee. 14 (A) (8). 
Twenty-Seventh District 

Schedule ‘‘A’? — Judge Ervin. 

Cleveland—Oct. 20*(2); Nov. 244(2); 
Dec. 8&*. 

Gaston—July 7¢(2); July 21*(2); Sept. 
1*(2); Sept. 15*(2); Sept. 29*(2); Nov. 3%; 
Nov. 104(2). 


Schedule “B’ — Judge Hasty. 
Cleveland—July 7(2); Aug. 18(A)(2); 
Sept. 22¢(2). 
a ers 21*(2); Aug. 114(A); Sept. 
Oct. 6*; Oct. 187(2); Oct. 27*(2); Nov. 
eras Dec, 8t(2). 
Lincoln—Sept. 8(2). 


Twenty-Eighth District — Buncombe 

Schedule “A’?’— Judge Grist. 

July 77(3); July 28+(A); Aug, 4# (A); 
Aug, 11*(A)(2); Aug. 25*(2); Sept. 
Sept. 157(2); Sept, 29*(2); Oct. 204(2); 
Nov. 37(2); Nov. 17¢7#; Nov, 24(2); Dee. 
87 (2). 

Schedule “B” — Judge Snepp. 

July 7*(2); July 21*(A)(2); Aug. 4t(A) 


(2); Aug. 18+(A)(2); Sept. 1¢+(2); Sept. 
15*(2); Oct. 6t#; Oct. 18¢; Oct. 20*(2); 
Nov. 3*(2); Nov. 17¢(2); Dee. 1*(3). 


Twenty-Ninth District—Judge Froneberger. 
Henderson—Aug. 117(2); Oct. 18(A); 
Dec. 15. 

McDowell—-Sept. 1(2); Sept. 294(2). 

Polk—Aug. 25(A). 

Rutherford—Aug. 11*t(A)(2); Sept. 15 
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Numericals following the dates Indicate 
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#% Judicial Non-Jury Term. 
(A) Judge to be Assigned. 
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LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


I, B. E. James, Secretary of the Board of Law Examiners of the State of 
North Carolina, do certify that the following named persons duly passed the 
examinations of the Board of Law Examiners as of the 15th day of August, 
1969, and said persons have been issued certificates of this Board. 


JOHN EUGENE ALDRIDGE, JR... ccereeeeeseeeeree posaesati causal ea monmansatees Sansiranetieense eee veoubaast Cary 
JAMES. “WATTER “ALLISON siiciealicnecisievaceasaereas hnamiacses antes Aiea lease crscncesaun Charlotte 
Roy Long ANDERSON.......... Butea Le netots eas utes juettaseereabragee edits joes Drevard 
WILLIAM EUGENE ANDERSON,......c008 sdawatiayatee tn dudes abhi teen sieusiatiaginaeacateeiens . Raleigh 
MICIIAEL ANTHONY ASHBURN....ccccccccccrees ieea more: alt apsomeheccntannds Winston-Salem 
GARLAND LEGRAY ASKEW.......... Pe RAT Meee are i Mavtieaaeotat Sui iceeceneaas woe Colerain 
Wit Ant OLTIE ACSIIN EET cia caunseraiccintatraieiamaucnerra ben baad deca Chapel Hill 
HENRY CURTIS BABB, JR... ee eeeees Seba tasuei sea ee state one deusa.auae es letiaiicisestioeer vines AROSKIC 
LAWRENCE KIRK BANKS... cecccseeeseesecereeseesoenes ee ae are ee Sasissesseee ve Greensboro 
GAIL FRANCES BARBER,....ccscccscccoscesersesestssccerconrtsenss euiecdettescudes sided uate ncaa nce Chapel Hill 
WILLIAM HENRY BARKER.........00 en re Sndlchsnanenancietn: su akg uu Reeercaais sasaenigaameion Oriental 
ZEB ELONZO BARNHARDT, JR......e Mdesdvetat Sasa Snisae Caodiaste da ee eaten woo. Winston-Salem 
JOSEPH RoBerT BEATTY........ ste leaded ntemseee aaa doulenteetasteueste anes ate tatanam gegen ... Charlotte 
CHARLES LEO BECTON......0...00 Scud devise vacate) satiiedad asiibiRotaiamens sdetue tea tabias wa AYden 
WALTER JOHN BEMBENISTA..........0. days indicate tian saeiea shat eudosstoaseo sages fe eevan unas. Chapel Hill 
HaroLtp JOHNSON BENDER............00 Risteaentawy sida pecesuisiaiesamertetiae wooo Winston-Salem 
HucuH CLeMENTS BENNETT, JR........ dena rate ten SieaGuiidecein ase ee sce seeeuneeeetenis tute Raleigh 
PETER FARQUILARD BEST.......cccccceccceees Sued aaa haa Uaediea eoraceewvantedie tei wisResReddanreupeatee ... Brevard 
LESTER KITE BIEDLER. JR.......... s parndSin tt ecn sk Beat InD adie Shia emcee nee Nar timate ai bat Wie Columbus 
JAMES GUNTER BILLINGS....cicceeeeeccee teens ane btecucsbeaeeeisettone eaehees speeder n eaten Durham 
JAMES LESLIE BLACKBURN......:.:cc08 seisods autainaias aisigeGe Mende ieonagautaasweades woe. Winston-Salem 
TAU GH ALIEN BEACKIW EE visio secatccapideserrniaavinaudiviviinisequmestnoonvanees teres ROANOKE Rapids 
THOMAS RUDOLPH BLANTON, III... cece faobiares mieten tentendel pbs euabdetes: Charlotte 
JOIIN SIDNEY BOONE, JR... .ccceccceccccee eeseeees site dest sunadbcemncans cetatat Re Tere ree Gibsonville 
RONALD: LASIES: BOWERS ii2) cnc cclesaeisistinve Maereencteae ste tue iain buacane Je ducdciveusteeleens Charlotte 
EDWARD THOMAS BRAWLEY.......... severe pcs buskaiedassber mianeadeeeaiws eapeeveres seausteinge: Durham 
WILLIAM Hort Briaas, JR............. pasion leeneoees de sions ameinaer sete Winston-Salem 
CHARLES MELVIN BROWN, JR... ccc duvonipuenmlaewetie Meee: eo DROATA Se AANeGNAeoNS ganas Marion 
THOMAS HILTON BROWN ........cccccccccccsssesessessceree sities ancameuanceas BRL rer enc ne etn Winston-Salem 
ROBERT MICHAEL BRUCE..........cccecees eee ene a rT ee ne erm rN renee! Raleigh 
SHERMAN Ray BRUMLEY.........000 sivdaghidceddsnstitcs i Riacaestneaieens is Aacesiahciasttig eae Statesville 
W GLIA GRU SSE TE adeesnctecsnresetearsvscavenlaciats Wiuaecetengsoreuastl sen medinn te aceacetagetees Currituck 
RICHARD JOSEPH BRYAN....... Cieentaaabeornss pote tittas sted Seacdanuae ete punlinacsansaatiereeieeties Raleigh 
JAMES RopertT BrYANT, IIL.......... sez ssueeeree scveans Dac nbewtotuetudeunsh odseds bier stclac Charlotte 
CHARLES ROBINSON BUCKLEY, IIT... eens gitaliecomeptatrimaeste couaseeaeeueueiy Raleigh 
THOMAS MERRITT BUMPASS, JR.......... xSaesa Mak ateaie send epee aaathedsaeeatemnauue Setensseeayes Roxboro 
HaroLtp NED BYNUM...... enltisicoeewaeebeouan dete ctee Weddeisieaebeaseuendeutan Jron Station 
JOHN Ray CAMPBELL, JR........... eieeuaiees Moadtsaeeeuuee esute ies eontaved Const di tuned yaeeehdb uses Charlotte 
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VERNON ELLIOTT CARDWELL............... ieee ee neceern mnie et ecesatsreunaas sleaionacieoeavosts Mayodan 
JAMES ROBERT CARPENTER, JR...cccccccssscscccerersssetsccseees ssdcautees Savin tthe: Veleacews woe OCramerton 
MICH ABIL: PAUL: CARR oi ieicessiiscntcatdeonsvonitecssaiieess ees up sclidhanaueviaiiusatieecialaeen .. Charlotte 
PHILLIP ‘GODFREY  CARROUL iisniicssesaddiscacsvoiasseihabschausebunceueascoeeeedesiiericeeneoss tonteeeeerere LOLASVille 
DONALD WAYNE CARSON.....ceereeee Sas vuauepataberestoveauteceas seieapeaeas sessesseresesseoeeedOCKY Mount 
JOE: BROWN: (CHANDERR) | (DRisievessstivelencaitewsditiattesiunictiatieies Scuvieuaiigeiwantdecaseens Fayetteville 
ARTHUR: HILUIOTO “COC RKRE Elvi cchessectabsedeavoes Capes Gatateaahs sere cidacneaeins wiseanes tee ROCKY Mount 
CHARLES THOMAS COLGAN......... sae ala caves stan aubteotuila toinia Goan umedaaten vena vovaedecassancaneonk Chapel Hill 
RICHARD: DRUG? CO NEY iteee cectes acess caus dupn ca atierias aed onites SesncdtodeacusaieuoocseeeBoancaee Carrboro 
ALFRED BRASWELL COOPER, JR.........:sssceeecees sears aeatendates ibs tesa Sucaareeseaeens Morehead City 
TiAANGDON:) DICILROY | COOPER casi vinciestiaaiasiiaes doen eeisvenstnasaavere me eunear eaeebaceess Chapel Hill 
ALBERT ANDERSON ‘CORBETT: UBavcepevvevestisescctbuasebes espeavidaisiwaieendeonleieieesbeoiws Wilson’s Mills 
ANDERSON: (COU NOU os cecsioadocsuiacotuciass eaten wiicaguticacecadsesweteatancdoaavaceaieeatssuina txsanavontes ee: Durham 
Isaac Boyce CovINGTON, IIT... eee eccesseeee Sieealans sincerest nantes santieseas bases Wadesboro 
GUN CLARK CRAMPTON cxctfiiin veritas osica Ss ated MOAI wa beattaceatcinan tienen alee ieaeeeseneeancess Raleigh 
PACU EN NON (CRAIN BULL (steeds cts donnie ss ve sad caebiniestin ict See eaaeue asecitseaeevksesteseboicens Lumberton 
FREDERICK THORNS CRAVEN, JRocceecceeesteeeee sanuascndeincaverasusstiabanvusaaee: sanwiessteanieouens Concord 
FISBRY: BENNETT (CROW, ii cixcceronuaiy eee cn cerns a seticig tilt iy aati connate dansaden erties Monroe 
ROBERT GLENN CUNNINGHAM, JR.ucsesssssccssssccrsesssstecusconssvareaconsoccecsevenees Hendersonville 
MICHAEL. INN T CURTIS: accccuscirseanesaceona yeas cacueueacsteskwasuu ses zetaciacueetieemens eeadeanaes Chapel Hill 
DTEPHEN. LALMAGE DAWNIBE, 3d Riericeiviicicesitcets taint iicitsserG saanwuciecisdeuetsteieveticnesn Roxboro 
CHARI BS: JOARSIR oostosaca cevecvetsatsanceaedae Seieasen veaertaninauseseidaecs tan ed sheet ha citvcaticentatadesteaaaiitts Arden 
TR ALE URI CD) AV USicsaja agus reaueaeasucguionaeandeawsecstengsetneiaiaanxesteeorwtaaacaheea dens North Wilkesboro 
WV PEL UA SE SET es DA VIG 6 ois cus cans catpoantenctocoratpcneesnayasean to setiatelestaveoiaasaniveteseicsiwvas ventenracte Conway 
OSI WV AS LAI ooo ie ec a Ss e ae an s e Haunlet 
5 9a CAS cies =) 2 1 1 eR (8: ee ieee re Charlotte 
HENRY “TURNER . DRAKE. sicistvcssviessasccse re rere ere ree mae heer iaasaeateceabawenenecoets Gastonia 
JAMES TYRONE DUNCAN. iccsccccsssscscccssesvcesscsscceseers Mr aren rer sevice: Pouce vastuseiass Durham 
THOMAS CALTON DUNCAN. cece Pic eh cesta cn dns Da htt Secu ticle sebcA Ne COeee uae nh URE e es Greenville 
DAVID SCIIEARER DUNKLE,L.....ccccccesccessseseteceersereeessens ee een eeeeres shareenaieas Chapel Hill 
a NOTES ©) TS IN NN sae vanes Siancescn cert eeeeesiatew cates s assoc tea staat tants tee tee aaapeaentanieaees Pfafftown 
EDWARD .GAUGHTIN CATSIAN «od Rivas aiatcecetartoaerenda nee caetasasapaviaassneeeerons Rocky Mount 
PAUL PEAY WOOD» IGEIRD,., Degas sessvecsresdcoevire a teteion eats eastern hans ecieee: Charlotte 
NB oy ceagee = (oie, <) be) << te arco eee ere Oa OR OO 8 ae OR UE Lexington 
ERICH ARD: “WVHITLOWE: EEEISsiciicssciicssasinntcases sopioe nye narevartaucsesieaaee caseetiaada Holly Springs 
TSAR: IGE: TUBA IN Sissi censor ic pavacil, tasoSts teacadec tanta eetenattsaseeaeeaeeencaeestaineet Winston-Salem 
IERNEST LEROY EVANS. ..ccessscceccccctcesenseoes antiga wuniaenuedeet tesa veesen cress Soaneweuteadeccses: Sais Ahoskie 
IXOYT WOODWORTH FEXVERHART, JR.....cccccccsccscssccesusssuseusevesausccusscssseceaseausssanes Winston-Salem 
NVILTIAM DAVID: FOZ Z EL i vootsvinsiwieniviens nomen Gvaveereaaducectertivaniaraay Sexiest eetidiohs sigeeveveuese Harrells 
PAUL; DOUGEAS IWAN Ninsactcisstccavevteiastintieriow idehaundddeestradsnnenanes earentassavenbouash Salemburg 
RICHARD: THACHER: WRERIC I oss cgsdescnsonsedcerdintansbescgagsensdecacktuveesavevevacss .... Winston-Salem 
HENRY McKINNON FISHER.........0008 sduiiuspiaeaiiess haa taauavanuansaeannaeaivattnten vena leeinceomineseas Durham 
ROBERT FULLER FLEMING ........ccssssseecessecctsssecstssesseees carseat aonseeteeas paheeteatee Peres Henderson 
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ROGER WILLIAM FOOTE.......ccccccccsccscccesesecsseeeneeeens Sle htianiereteres devniardesereiel ....Chapel Hill 
MARION JACKSON FOSTER.........ccccccccssccsssesresteeessnseneners baSbarriass ccdueceneereut sudeottinatis eeuants Raleigh 
EUGENE THOMAS FRANKLIN, JRie..cscccscsesestsecerecseersonseves L Seoaccpanedemeanness Ganiadiiees .. Goldsboro 
ADOLPIIUS DDREWREY WRAZIER.. ab Risiescesciisitensvusvascwastesiccedenanisaveanseealels exxanonitussnenses . Durham 
RicHxE CoLUMBUS: FREEMAN: DUT ccsativedivcectindoorciedens hascden sie ceoeacreseaverieeass Mt. Airy 
ROBERT ALEXANDER FREEMAN UU Dussisssiisicisisesccscscecssnduteenvecseeveesssseradaveeutovseveassderayecne Raleigh 
HENRY CHARIS: PRENCK oT vicocssiciiereicudiaavis donvedentscastoetead eaeeasetee cones Winston-Salem 
WIiLIant SIDNEY “GEIM BR cicew iis istrisecevsuieascscsecesacchaivss alepus teniered oaguncrseressaveaes Fayetteville 
TPHOMAS 0 AMES: GORDON icc vscacaviivcvcsncesctiuiva ude saacestcietbeysde nite wceved eobstavcasantendeemerenesaniene Hickory 
WESLEY BENNETT GRANT vosssccsissaiesisti coscscccacceassscevacareresdecastacessasiaveons Sadutnausbeaanvees Kannapolis 
RORY FU WARD GREEN Biscediciceiscsees shat anwad evade re asta ee a ions tes alae T ean eeee Biscoe 
DAVID: DICE RES GROVES icceae ds earicseeeseleias cairn chi Sane renee as nee anaes Gastonia 
TORO, JOSEPH GUICE Riakutatieneaiediiee wien nue heat facneceas Saluda 
DENNIS: LORENZ (GU TE RIM cosas cacti inci cioasantverincastsesares deus dec iscueldeuwacsaenrertucvasaeetense Charlotte 
WORTH TEMOTHY HAITIICOCK. woh. ieissicissacyncsiacearesd naneviah ctpaiateundnn enpelvinaease Hillsborough 
WV TTETAM FOUN EY PANO iccsccarascess eecakbseiaranends tanya cag see pantawervaes cicero ances Southern Pines 
ROBERT PLEASANT ELAN ER, LU ces caiicccvtinetavaacinesacseraceicsae tances anitcaeivaveceec eevee eianv ens Charlotte 
ROBERT? GERALD ARDY visas des citicecventalacanuramreciberanarceishetisaa diese edeseice esi adaneuienusvlaes Cullowhee 
Pregy GRANT TAR MON, oF Ru ciccnneisspexivenss ceviesivavaad da coulh ctevan es tatatentaneudacteveastis Winston-Salem 
Hilis: JACKSON HABRINGTON (0) Risiacessccdinisceuctannnesatieasticwigatteratvadersydse tates udcdaneds on seee Durham 
R&LPH “COPELAND: PLARRIG) i) Biciceaivssesatccciarweantecsecudocen vouluases teadaentaten susiataveeeaniaaes Rockingham 
PROBERT: LAMAR: EVA RBIS oc ccsrsseisees cto cls cucocenvadd ssuele considishistentvatiectneebes nal veasetinel Chapel Hill 
ANTHONY “WAYNE ELABRISON sisssisss ical viecccrac nia corees nlnntanecnis ie tuceivncn mar eiasoorin ania High Point 
KENT OSTUART ERA TA WAY sa frases tevated ve Stier ache reroelra Giddens eo ML Charlotte 
GERALD \VWVIGTON FIAY ES. 0 Rix scssscisganvenesostonvenoaseeumniaeardlael alates ot asi asitetaceente anil, Coats 
ATIAN: BRUCE: PIRAUs ascii ccioieeiroaiivshaiciy Atma ie ete age .. Winston-Salem 
JOAN KAREN LECRAFT HENDERSON wiciiccsiicedicscsassnsescscssbinassiecdvivovivavnisvsrsunsssevaecesiagebesacs Elkin 
ROBERT: PAUL HERENDEEN sisccssevessiurivcasascansyinciiucsss deen ceskavesanaiceeersaaabeaatbensoaiesievennesieie’ Durham 
MICKEY -ALEXANDER: PIRRRIN socdiccieis ucsiacevletanstissunidervacstanasane Mi sevecercdwereabenseonaries ....Charlotte 
LAWRENCE. WW IEGON © URW ET iiscsnseliaceisaleicwivea sth ccdeevvcurdsus sat oass ss tstissatevadiers covensetve .... Charlotte 
RICHARD HILTON FLICKS, JRouceccccscccccccecsessceeseteesees Sees ianiuaicaledeet te nearceau Nenana ceivenatess Greensboro 
PsTOVD! ERTS Bs: SUR Gieccefuoavesvanseseusd taceestan saved eerut ened cea tuaaw ist tespatenseoolieaneadimeeaeast Spruce Pine 
AV ALTER: DORIAN PLOW BT vives vsxtocoaveacascurnaeck eanscuaisoapedetatensacainese eins caeaeihadicnentee ne buates Raleigh 
RICHARD BERNARD HOWINGTON...cccscccccccscccecssssssvavccacensessceenccsesetseseceereneaenees Winston-Salem 
SOON: TODS BY «EA WG ES io cestecect ccc sticiscs acqasnonwasaavventsdetsaueniedlcacbenvesvadtonnevaneue meade Pollocksville 
ROBERT. CARE. FUN TER iris) ctecasce Gissiaccutnackvantiysdiser einen un iaaaeaver nea een Oneas Marion 
OTN, VME cl AY caesarean wet eee wa ck aoet baa ues Voeitereeanate arena aeanauennn Waynesville 
EXDMOND ‘RON NELE. J) OHINGON Gs oi cesnciscgiaauiesiaieean pisenstatase certian eieiars att asameeecead Plymouth 
REGINALD: “THOMAS [OVINE espera snp tiewre iG biencce eases velaie bees alicecsaaseesetes Winston-Salem 
RICHARD NORMAN * A) GIN 1s BBs ccusud nessun seers aaa aes orcas an Saute aeO EE Charlotte 
CHARLES: WICLTAN IS ABER iccoiiicsaisiecteniitecaveiscsddstardecetacaaateendeauess Ds gacseantiaxecadabvenene New Bern 
VAIDEN PEARSON KENDRICK.....:0ccsesescetsereee PERE, rT eee sacdeenemusaes sssesarsorassessenees ChAYLOtte 
LEON Marcus KImxiaAn, III... ceeeee eee wishasticaaNevedinceaeecderaysucssvetaeenerme WY Ay NeSVILIE 


XXV 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


SANDRA. LYNNE DIOODY: FRING ia ieccefetsiieceterinunn crs taeen mien rabsatsmemelatonuanninnee ... Bethel 
CHARLES“CADMUS: DAMM: IR i i dadscascenseee aa dectanesd eineveuntonses feeds sieatacasrenieredaisen Wilson 
GAURIE ANNE MCHEACHERN LAM Miscitiiisciisoaiiisgecmintiausiaieuseeenbaa Red Springs 
JOIN JEUMER” TGA N SOHE icisscecvenisesecchoncescacscrnatencackipienesoseenavetnn sanseaveene gealaient echoes Greenville 
DAVID -ATIGCHAEL: LAWRENCE sodieststdicacscisiadeatioasepeioiassesao eo edeseeinneenns sehen Chapel Hill 
NICH WEE: DAVID: LGR As sitecttaciecs fezvndeteesiidewnaacuaetavnererrauasunieaicusinerbensbeniieealianiaete High Point 
ROBERT RADFORD: LEEGGETT) J Risvsiiscscacswssaiesatacs oc sdnveuahuavhiantavawatesnredediewsaaenves Winston-Salem 
DOUCGEAS- LEON iON PARI oe slic toiaseunseistidcinl cindewavirdenas denne eotaustecnae deeersiea bicnaeess Lawndale 
GREORGE, SORE. OSVINE sasccsceescastatasecteetivoisisceciateebreth eigen eabiet cite ntaatiiedesseiteedsieune anes High Point 
IEC HATE DANTE: 2 TEV UN Beoract rinses cedocacusntertsadandseaueeesaa pues canetean Sonik eoneaneineenees Chapel Hill 
DAVID VERNON J1GUN ER ecccessctatina iis edesndasa sect snacincrscsdusaavaaasavuuacusel var awaps ta Sentvecutinaiwiudsnn Wendell 
JAMES: DHUE. JiTRW IIA N csccccts sete ns teinaviadestecseetitiansreiehoewiereteetiancacees North Wilkesboro 
CHARITIES: ALEDN. LLOYD etch cette weer alive iemaizine sianersioonseuieeeian Davidson 
RUFUS: EEEN Ti TOE aceccccees ene evdee ets ena aes igenete sa Saneecentc eid eians entemias adits Fayetteville 
IN BITd: GREGORY DC ORY DE vsccariacanstaes seanecsea vavaaueaseaxetatincadasamine nine shasteantadvienas aaraeaaiiaeelt Durham 
ISENNETH BYRON MCCOY ccleasialastiieieoalrvidrnceteen ncisiaitnentnen el ntameinens Cove City 
DANE, TODWIN DICDON ALD, SD iRiiiccciineseiicataseedisvaver ovat cher Naas ha a deectvecdane seetiaes Reidsville 
JOH “THOMAS AICKINNEY,. J Riciceates vintactires no tistsclssiacnseien isaac Winston-Salem 
JOEIN MIICH AEE. MIC LOD sas in cstcstuecerixsd deen ts tscuteaae vase piaanenerneee aa haensicisencienivespetpundens Dunn 
WILLIAM: TIENRY “MC MUULEN: JD Risiics.sc nce sscons sissecsssavactteastiiines Res vosdetenendeneevaeesten Charlotte 
ROBERT. HAYES: DIC NBILIG LT six ncsscasecestanrrntaarmneasaiiiectariaaee Morehead City 
DALLAS WILLIAM MCPHERSON......sccecsseeeeees siseidatfeneuuwadncseusaatauedass buneldcatuesdeisamiateeel Greenville 
WILDTAM: VANW MCPHERSON «UB ic aasscrereecands iat @ranienrapietenideier esting dasieatsemtocitesaesean Durham 
ANDREW.“ STEPHEN NCAR EIN icacsssalccicaoceevincavaysacesiscenciuatty ope ans tueteaseniP ikea Gah eatantenieem uns Raleigh 
NOLAND RANDOLPH MATTOCKS) oJ Reviiccscsisscciivissdeasecactsaissavissnasdeivecaatdesvaecsareteraibes Rose Hill 
RICHARD: FRANCISe NEELVIN siseasccssidiisacdercktersantevegncen’ vscavbantvataevides ussetcianetiataeciesaneies Highlands 
TYAVID: WARRER? MESOT AN ccctcss ods. sagneieian seta undeends eure eateaetsaseved eaaisoresntel lek Winston-Salem 
SAREE NUR V IN NEEL catsccsersesceatea ata ceco ns au ute etaewadeacsacusnacee oes teevecusetiavaawo ue meeeieateas Pink Hill 
CHARURS “STG ART. NIMES TR occ ceissuostatsadicuchincssaatctesdonsateses desk sus eee saeehaaieesuebes Pittsboro 
BUusLEY BAvARD ANTCHELE, -Jkiicissceritassetsieecsernco cae iessatoapweaaleraeereduva tinea cxcentetval Raleigh 
DAavip MCDANIEL NIOORE? VT 2sckiccvocicavecsacester eaten derdisatecnnci eeeeesiaredeca anaes .... Granite Falls 
JAMES FRANKLIN MORGAN... ::ccccesscreseeeeeers dG shous aia Seandacree omer Oe alee Sh High Point 
GRAHAM “CALDER: . MULEE Ne.csssicasewiescstiiidsstuseasvcaviaiccasdesinraavsanvessciooliaeawundniavinieabaans Gastonia 
ROBERT POSTER: AGW csatitlscecsisecacivatstei sieves casanes netic sesnisensinseasteieenctiedetugetenwesiowencss Raleigh 
EDWIN BROWNRIGG BORDEN PARKER...cssccsccscsccscccsseceeeessoccssssccuaveaneesecesesseneesceneeues Goldsboro 
OTN: SERIE. AAR ER aiepacyanttennc ancy cts sconisacaveatance ms sunieassean a tieyagacs meus nquedimeneaornrantens Lexington 
SABAH ELIZABETH PARKER wsscsscscsrcsosviaieeesisensstedsvcnrsoutiacevensaiecsaiveeyen sa csu wa cieveneensteae Charlotte 
Roy HANDY PATTON, JR... .cccsssccsctsesessrseecens S sseuadaatacadamiednicencenes rbiaveaselideietcivacienss Canton 
DANIEL: ‘THADDEUS: PERRY, DLE vsiccivezcszartasiccessadeccatraeastedsiiavdssassesceneyeovessanss wv. Payetteville 
PATRICK PARRIG?: POR Wisiceveriascasarvincave ieeien tassaindias eulva Guastua cave teehee thee lace scadeatecetsteeawaseaatercae. Dunn 
WILLIAM HOLLISTER POTTER, JR......ccccccsccsecsesecsesevescccsceueneres cestutaneveatianatet doeaans: Beaufort 
JAMES RUSSELL: PREV ATIE i) Ressesscvncsicuewsacedus tenvartcecanstait tance ceteetedeeesianseanceeven Red Springs 
CARLTON SYLVESTER PRICKETT, JRic.ccsscessscosvsccovescocvessscvccnevascosescesessrscssctsenesss sees Burlington 
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GAYLE EDWARD RAMSEY.......cccccccseeceeseneeee ‘elie de oaeencunle sees hance lact seats ida betat cvehnats .. Brevard 
JoHN Ropert RANKIN.......... b eatetepa tater dauitissala mesasdoademnansaieeces Meamentends Pukes Sones Charlotte 
Ropert LEwis RAy....... ‘SGaiwiildaneatneen ccna Nadicsaeusuttac oe tenes bi teseauie suai eacteecte .. Winston-Salem 
WILLIAM JUDSON READY.......c:cccceeseeeteceeees sonabieeadeees eaheadsatwe Soaks pacememeetees seers AALeigh 
CHARLES ROBERT REDDEN.........:cceceeeeees Seaveutvross Lede cecaet weennnie citacambecenanatecelen Clemmons 
Monror Hopson RipENHOUR, IL]... eee shauate sii visey Secexttinepumandenbecnsts Charlotte 
PAU. EOUIs: RIFRIN cs aciisiuedtnsa: shcstiad Coder aah testanretatnaeadtecdtiala tbseatees steaeoinanens . Asheville 
MARGARET KAY GARTREDLL RINELLA....... iio itediaee ci eiagoees eeeEess Seacenlaticroas t saeraseeaaneeie Durham 
JAMES LLOYD ROBERTS..........0005 eer sliteias Pig tien Poiana Saasbsnstacten Licensed Mocksville 
BrRUucE HAMILTON ROBINSON, JR ebb eusdaanwatacasaeueuuide eee evuateregaet . Raleigh 
KENNETH GEORGE ROBINSON, JR... cee eeee sisabee badiiakauas pues tiesagaenens paced Chapel Hill 
FRANK ALTON RUSSELL.....c:ccsssescesceeeeres Sniaeeaesoneeen iaeeaucuseens aise cies Sates een te aeeawee tees Monroe 
JERRY JAMES RUTLEDGE.........c0csccsasecccesseosserneas fees ainda dent key sebteucas Seeeame' foweeee ee Germanton 
DUDLEY SALEEBY, JR....... ie Shey Raia, baeanat eee nea sa aad necue tt OP ee ec acat ele an: Sduytsnavosians Durham 
Howarp PItILLip SATISKY.......0 ee sdilbdeiehctctitate SeDeoveuedecenss er eee ee rnees Fayetteville 
AW TPGIASt TSE 1S SAU LS pcr eos cate eter ues Sic cnet aetieees Whiteville 
MICHAEL SMITH SCOPIELD.....ccccccccccssseressscsccsestencescscesrsransescceves esac baru e eh aueeenismeaanetis Asheville 
ROBERT JOSEPIL SCOTT... ccccceecceeeeees race ualoutaca tokens ohtden ates adetaamteoue decals resaaa? Raleigh 
STEVE: BRYANT SETULE SER 5 coisereaie eosin sees hae Mates Mooresville 
GERALD: FIDWIN: “SEAW ec tieess rete leans acronis Sclgnteuctiatyeiatne Pouce woo BLOLUWAY 
JOHN: TSEWIS: SHA Wiican Cima. Sivdksntvilemusistetanhinvintal OUCSS LLC 
PHILLIP CARL SHAW... sgveuisueeseee Saabrauacs ieiedics sulinel sndusteeone men aeomnerwatnnedes Four Oaks 
Henry BASCOM SHORE........ econ sl deasounias saa adeosaes Sesatecnieanes ee Wrasaetens East Bend 
MAICITARE! STUART SE ULEMSO Ne issccuscssaeiesd pcsaxsenscise casnsbredappicecinie bacciantacendeayotaseys .. ASheville 
ALLAN WARREN SINGER......00: 000 resoeenecenes SGuiigni Pendeawaanestenteasecoranbeceeerts ekerdvenies Durham 
RIcIARD GREGG SINGER........ daptaled Scans outs hagnestisuieeeaealeraaiees viteieghstel peters ere toedes Salisbury 
ALDEN “EERIOANINS SS SA Lociaiiscccticreierees sana tereneeades avrieesiaehiainens sictaate: Winston-Salem 
ARCIME LEAK. SMITA sd Bens desecsierupeacouanconeesseassecienaes spitanaeies Sabereed bisaneceusseteereeese ASHOEDOTO 
JAMES PEELER SMITH............ sea eereRee cae saeiawees Chea Fis dacetcetndetcuidsectasouenes ignnnsces ... Morganton 
NICHOLAS ARTIIUR SMITH......... er rer Aree Eas oieee: eltiste tibet aicrelateatn Chapel Hill 
ROBERT KINSEY SMITH............. han istaeitess vctiltesnmroeles hates Ce Sistoniean eiaesetat manaaee eee tee Bethel 
VOUNG: SIERRITT: S MIP; 4) Ris teriseicwnscernstateedsataeaiwedsanes sessed anaes acuaeass ... Hickory 
CREIGHTON WOLFE SOSSOMON........c ee ee pitetsnsqueet Vaianaelvecuauvmeascceusanaa? .... Cullowhee 
SAMUEL OGBURN SOUTHERN. ....0..:c:00:sssessessssetsenereseaees Usieaent aa Pug ouseameeansctses errr? Raleigh 
WILLIAM DUPREE SPENCE. ..ccccccescecesccrsseseeeneeeees asin naeettaecroeeeenaatnaaets: en Meesessecbaeanel Kinston 
WILLIAM ELBERT STANLEY, JR.i.c.cessessesscesesccoeeneessenes ease ite: passeedieemu patty ... Greensboro 
AININ: STAUCBER cxasetesicniesisaitruvetrscees sis ieiad wisn do ores leave mand tbhensasets ileweeiaigenscuteens Chapel Hill 
BRAN CIS BEACIOW BED STITH ccs icons race cbiebae ss Sdicen tin sckuarestebiwenss suateitals levtsrceeee NeW Bern 
JOHN LEO SULLIVAN, JRou.ceccssseceressens ponds dedtteetd ote: Boaters ene: wae Charlotte 
JOHN PARKER TART............. AebiNne Caldatien saeco oneness airekasaates Riduiateaaadeee deaauccasase Dunn 
ANDREW DUVAL TAYLOR, JR... ee Seestewees Savoia eadea vebueevieusniits Qucitiiacieu GUATlotte 
THOMAS WILBUR TAYLOR.........:cccsccsssescessecseeeees ouiietuens mane Sadie: ccauesitoes Pilot Mountain 
WILLIAM Wooprvurr Taytor, III........ Gas Ae vesssanienabigwuslaiitraisui a Oe ise eA LCIE 
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THOMAS SPRUILL THORNTON, JRoiccccccsssccsseese sAsighiGeeewieateuantoa nelson Mataey wae Winston-Salem 
CARL LEWIS TILGHMAN,....0. yacoceevess spuaaebaaelae weve beaeieevasatsaaves siinsikaigneviaeens OAULOLL 
NORWOOD CARLTON TILLEY, JRu..c.ccccccssccssssssseres A oe caceuneie Seheaiees sevseeseersenseeeeee WinSton-Salem 
WINSTON MONAIR TORNOW.....sccccscsssssssccsscccccscsestsecsessstesesenvers ieedouisalecaeacedeueanete Laurinburg 
GARY EVANS TRAWICK........ccccccsesses (sevuiersacana cauasiveenentees sua eneentiaoes eiawteotiees pieusaues Burgaw 
ANTHONY MICHAEL TROIANO, JB... poiagevecs teshtsaeenes saveckisi Sapuscueseseaaeoaneeaes Shelby 
GEORGE ROBERT TURNER, ITI.......... dgndsavanraue’ Lemus Reabesn aca Taavias awa anaoiieantens Chapel Hill 
JOELL THOMAS: "TURNER: ¢<.:esistaicvsabsarscevnadoasees sovenesnssevtasessovesidesesoreswtossuunwaeneoaan: Charlotte 
DAVID POLLOCK UNDERWOOD......00000008 sivenalauniaveneeerts doieantpwtettiseeiestdolened aul qoeeasccaast Charlotte 
EDWIN JASPER WALKER, JR... Ralucuusaaavvetes eatkinsibesaameonys Saniddacecvounieupenieeeastaanes Concord 
JOHN GUERRANT WALKER..........00. Werienmnmienaes fesiecnliGeonteamindins idissiveacara asa Eden 
RUSSELL GRADY WALKER, JR....... Licenadeusanepeonesueed iaediaeewvans viens vedts PidseGunvtatMnvexe Asheboro 
GEORGE GRAVES WHITAKER......cccsssccsssseveecuns wats tap lecetvccntes Maveuslceuensevinerinceses Rocky Mount 
SAMUEL LATHAM WHITEHURST, JR......csecseee saatenuettieewiedens sadtevaasaseet sesevacsesesl New Bern 
FROBERT AMBROSE WIOCKER......cccccccrssssrensccesscseesseneseccnsavacevecss wieteidantet ieontentawiess Seaetess Sanford 
CHARLES PUTNAM WILKINS......cccccsscssssssssssscsecenseseeee saneeaeeiie savetsiaeseree en twces Smithfield 
BENJAMIN NAPIER WILLIAMSON, III............. paca taeda deeb aaeerorees vee Hranklinton 
JOHN PERRY WILLIAMSON, JR........ paiaeta Lanseeeuviten adaveveaiteeees Rene ee cee Louisburg 
WALTER FREDERICK WILLIAMS, JRisisccccccresees watbnaicegatves Seaweaheverends Aiton veentieinenieies Greensboro 
THOMAS DENVER WINDSOR......... iaivaiwest ‘satetneertuieed sacdsGlanceaceteaueusidiees isi Sateea ney Bethania 
WILLIAM SAMUEL WOoDARD............. abadireaneites dniessmatenditiens Geren scatucectantasi cain: Charlotte 
JOHN WAYNE WOODSON ,.....cccccsseeceees Gisirad bec Seacauen eencite eater esterniniees pi Peaectaneees Chapel Hill 
DAVID CRENSHAW WORTH, JR....... abeainatmaeee aenauenes cichneisvecipeete Siceapllg tues tA ween . Raleigh 
THOMAS CLARKSON WORTH, JRuccescsccsscsssssssscssscssstsencssscsnsessoesevstecccseserasss saiveleavsesaees Raleigh 
KATHERINE VIRGINIA SETTLE WRIGHT......ccccscosssecsseeseess Siovatartesatevesstusaunasceates Chapel Hill 
SAMUEL TURNER WYRICK, IIT.c.icccccccccccccssscscssccccrscscescuvssecers jusSeaddeebivedveseeny' ... Greensboro 


This is to further certify that the following named individuals were ad- 
mitted by comity at its meeting on October 25, 1969 and were granted interim 
certificates to practice law with formal certificates to be issued in August, 1970: 


GABRIEL ANDREW AVRAM...ccccscseceeseseoves sae ieibas vein teatatovakeemorins (cvsavaaieaeceecias Winston-Salem 
WILLIAM LAWRENCE LAMBERT......s.ccccscccccccccssesercessessonsonssssensaserasscens Scupaeesaatiedsut Whiteville 
WILLIAM Ewine Scort, JR....... eerree wes Cea pa seUaidaGsialsnuaeunaateasteiasea sea saebtnddoneeacenain .. Whittier 
JOSEPH FRANCIS TURPEN, JRuv.ccccccccccsccccsssccctsscccessccsesseescvonsneesees Sau Waubeweateateunsen Charlotte 


Given over my hand and the seal of the Board of Law Examiners, this 8th 
day of December, 1969. 


B, E. JAMES, Secretary 
The Board of Law Examiners of 
The State of North Carolina 
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CASES 


ARGUED AND DETERMINED IN THE 


SUPREME COURT 


OF 


NORTH CAROLINA 


AT 


RALEIGH 


FALL TERM 1968 


S. S. KRESGE COMPANY vy. TRAVIS H. TOMLINSON, Mayor or THE City 
OF RALEIGH, NortH CAROLINA, AND GEORGE B. CHERRY, EARL H. HOS- 
TETLER, SEBY B. JONES. WILLIAM M. LAW, CLARENCE E. LIGHT- 
NER, WILLIAM H. WORTH, MEMBERS oF THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE 
CITY OF RALEIGH, NortH CAROLINA, AND THOMAS W. DAVIS, CHIEF oF 
POLICE OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA 

AND 

ARLAN’S DEPT. STORE OF RALEIGH. INC. v. TRAVIS H. TOMLINSON, 
MAYOR OF THE CiTy oF RALEIGH, NortH CAROLINA, AND GEORGE B. 
CHERRY, EARL H. HOSTETLER, SEBY B. JONES, WILLIAM M. LAW, 
CLARENCE E. LIGHTNER, WILLIAM H. WORTH, MEMBERS OF THE 
Crry CoUNCIL roR THE CITY OF RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA, AND THOMAS 
W. DAVIS, Curer or POLicE oF THE CITY OF RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA 


No. 524 
(Filed 21 January 1969) 


1. Constitutional Law § 4; Injunctions § 5— action to restrain en- 
forcement of ordinance — constitutional issues 


Notwithstanding the general rule that the constitutionality of a criminal 
statute or ordinance may not be challenged in an action to enjoin its en- 
forcement, a well-established exception permits such action when injunc- 
tive relief is essential to the protection of property rights and the rights 
of persons against injuries otherwise irremediable. 


2. Constitutional Law § 11— legislative exercise of the police power 

The General Assembly, exercising the police power of the State, may 

legislate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and gen- 
eral welfare of the people. 


bo 
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3. Constitutional Law § 14; Sundays and Holidays— police power — 
Sunday observance law 


Sunday observance statutes and municipal ordinances derive their va- 
lidity from the police power of the State. 


4. Municipal Corporations § 32— Raleigh Sunday observance ordi- 
nance 


Legislative authority for the adoption of the City of Raleigh Sunday 
observance ordinance is conferred by G.S. 160-52 and G.S. 160-200(6), 
(7), and (10), and by “The Charter of the City of Raleigh,” Session Laws 
of 1949, Chapter 1184, §§ 21 and 22, 


5. Constitutional Law § 14; Municipal Corporations § 82; Sundays 
and Holidays—- Sunday observance ordinance — constitutionality 


Municipal ordinance prohibiting the sale of merchandise within the city 
on Sunday but exempting from the ordinance merchants selling certain 
commodities having a relationship to the public health and welfare and 
the observance of Sunday as a day of rest and recreation is held not vio- 
lative of Article I, Section 17, of the Constitution of North Carolina, and 
of the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. 


6. Constitutional Law § 14; Municipal Corporations § 32—— Sunday 
observance law — reasonableness of classification 


In municipal ordinance prohibiting the sale of merchandise within the 
city on Sunday and exempting from the ordinance merchants selling certain 
commodities relating to observance of Sunday as a day of rest and recrea- 
tion, classification which prohibits the sale on Sunday of “sporting goods 
and toys” but which authorizes the sale of live bait is not unreasonable, 
arbitrary or discriminatory. 


%. Constitutional Law § 22— _ religious liberty 


The First Amendment, as made applicable to the states by the Four- 
teenth, commands that a state shall make no law respecting an estab- 
lishment of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof. 


8. Constitutional Law § 22; Municipal Corporations § 832—~ _ estab- 
lishment of religion — Sunday observance ordinance 


Municipal ordinance prohibiting the sale of goods in the city on Sunday 
is not unconstitutional as violative of the “Establishment Clause” of the 
First Amendment of the U. S. Constitution on the ground that the ordi- 
nance permits, inter alia, the sale of “Christmas greenery” on Sunday dur- 
ing the month of December, since the decorations included within the 
term “Christmas greenery” are used indiscriminately by all segments of 
the community without reference to religious affiliation. 


9. Constitutional Law § 22; Municipal Corporations § 32— _ establish- 
ment of religion — Sunday observance ordinance 


The fact that municipal Sunday observance ordinance which prohibits 
generally the sale of goods in the city on Sunday does allow grocery stores 
and fruit stands to remain open on Sunday except for the hours between 
10:00 a.m. and 12:00 noon does not constitute sufficient basis for declar- 
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ing the ordinance unconstitutional as violative of the “Establishment 
Clause” of the First Amendment of the U. 8S. Constitution, since the aid, 
if any, to the Christian religion resulting from the enforcement of the 
two-hour closing provision would seem minimal and remote. 


10. Municipal Corporations § 8—- construction of ordinance — motives 
of city council 
The courts will not inquire into the motives which prompted a city 
council to enact an ordinance valid on its face. 


11. Injunctions § 5— standing to enjoin enforcement of ordinance 
Where retailers’ own stores are operated cn Sunday between the hours 
of 1:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m., retailers may not attack Sunday observance 
ordinance on the ground that one provision of the ordinance requires groc- 
ery stores and fruit stands to cease operations between 10:00 a.m. and 


12:00 noon on Sunday. 


12. Constitutional Law § 22; Municipal Corporations § 32— _ estab- 
lishment of religion — Sunday observance ordinance 


The fact that municipal Sunday observance ordinances may contain 
traces of language suggestive of a relationship between the ordinance and 
the Christian religion does not constitute sufficient ground to declare 
the ordinance unconstitutional as violative of the “Establishment Clause” 
of the First Amendment to the U. 8S. Constitution. 


APPEALS by plaintiffs from judgments entered in chambers by 
Bailey, Resident Judge, on July 19, 1968, in actions pending in WAKE 
Superior Court, certified, pursuant to G.S. 7A-31, for review by the 
Supreme Court before determination by the Court of Appeals. 


Plaintiffs, 8. S. Kresge Company, a Michigan corporation, and 
Arlan’s Dept. Store of Raleigh, Inc., a North Carolina corporation, 
instituted these separate actions to enjoin the enforcement of the 
ordinance adopted by the City Couneil of Raleigh, North Carolina, 
on June 3, 1968, now Section 15-43 of the Code of the City of Ra- 
leigh, which provides: 


“An ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR THE DUE OBSERVANCE OF SUNDAY. 


“WHEREAS, the power to enact ordinances requiring the observ- 
ance of Sunday as a day of rest has been delegated to the City of 
Raleigh by G.S. 160-52, G.S. 160-200(6), (7) and (10); and by sub- 
section 17 of the section 22 of its Charter, (Chapter 1184, Session 
Laws of North Carolina 1949); and 


“Wuereas, the City Council of the City of Raleigh hereby finds 
and declares that the carrying on of unrestricted business activities 
on Sunday in the City of Raleigh does not result in the due observ- 
ance of Sunday as a day of rest, and is contrary to the public 
health, the general welfare, safety, and morals of the citizens, and 
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‘“WueErEas, the City Council of the City of Raleigh hereby finds 
and declares that there exists a clear and present need to restrict the 
carrying on of business activities on Sunday in the City of Raleigh 
in order to provide for the due observance of Sunday as a day of 
rest, and to protect and promote the public health, the general wel- 
fare, safety and morals of the citizens, 


“Now, THEREFORE, BE It Orpainep By Tur Ciry Councit OF 
Tue City Or RaLeicH, NorTH CAROLINA: 

“Section 1, Section 15-43 of the Code of the City of Raleigh, 
North Carolina, is hereby amended by rewriting said Section to read 
as follows: 

Section 15-43. 


“(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to sell, offer or expose 
for sale any goods, wares or merchandise in the city on Sunday, (nor 
shall any store, shop, warehouse or any other place of business in 
which goods, wares or merchandise are kept for sale, be kept open 
between 12:00 midnight Saturday and 12:00 midnight Sunday,) un- 
less such store, shop, warehouse or other place of business is ex- 
pressly allowed to open and sell goods under the provisions of this 
chapter; provided, however, that notwithstanding any other pro- 
visions of this chapter, on Sunday no such store, shop, warehouse or 
other place of business shall sell, offer or expose for sale to the gen- 
eral public any of the following: 


(1) Clothing and wearing apparel; 

(2) Clothing accessories; 

(3) Furniture, housewares, home, business, or office fur- 
nishings; 

(4) Household, business or office appliances; 

(5) Hardware, tools, paints, building and lumber sup- 
ply materials; 


(6) Jewelry, silverware, watches, clocks, luggage, mu- 
sical instruments or recordings. 


(7) Sporting goods and toys. 
“(b) Each separate sale or offer to sell shall constitute a sep- 
arate offense. 
“(c) Bootblacks. Bootblack stands may keep open on Sundays. 
“(d) Sale of Christmas greenery. During the month of Decem- 
ber of each year, Christmas greenery may be sold on Sunday within 
the city. 
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“(e) Cigar and tobacco stores and newsstands. Cigar and to- 
bacco stores or stands and newsstands may keep open on Sunday 
for the sale of tobacco, tobacco products, papers and periodicals and 
accessories, together with soft drinks, ice cream, candy and cakes. 


“(f) Drug Stores. Drug stores having a licensed pharmacist 
may keep open on Sunday for all purposes, except items enumerated 
in Section 15-43(a), including the operation of soda fountains lo- 
cated therein. 


“(o) Exhibition of games, sports, moving pictures, etc. 


(1) Except as otherwise provided in this section, it shall 
be unlawful for any person to engage in or present on Sunday 
any exhibition of play, game, sport or any moving picture or 
theatrical exhibition for which any admission is charged the 
witnessing public. 


(2) It shall be lawful for any person to engage in or pre- 
sent any exhibition of moving pictures, baseball, football, bas- 
ketball, golf, tennis, or dog and horse shows on Sundays, be- 
tween the hours of 12:00 noon and 12:00 midnight for which 
any admission is charged the witnessing public. It shall also be 
lawful to continue to its conclusion a sports event or motion 
picture commenced before twelve midnight on Saturday night. 
No tickets shall be sold or taken up on Sunday during the pro- 
hibited hours for any such exhibition. 


(3) Peanuts, popcorn, chewing gum, soft drinks, ice cream, 
candy, cakes, wrapped sandwiches and tobacco may be sold on 
Sundays at all lawful exhibitions allowed by Subsection (2) 
immediately above. 


“(h) Sale of fruits and melons. Stands for the sale of fruits 
and melons may remain open on Sundays during the hours of 7:00 
to 10:00 a.m. and from 12:00 noon to 12:00 midnight and such estab- 
lishments shall remain closed on Sunday except during these hours. 


“(i1) Garages and filling stations. Public garages and filling 
stations may be kept open for the hirmg and storage of automobiles 
and for the sale of gasoline, oils, parts and accessories, soft drinks, 
ice cream, candy, cakes and tobaccos at all hours, 


“(j) Grocery stores and curb markets. Grocery stores and curb 
markets may remain open on Sunday during the hours of 7:00 to 
10:00 a.m. and from 12:00 noon to 12:00 midnight, for the sale of 
any items not otherwise prohibited by law. All such establishments, 
including those selling confectionery items, shall remain closed on 
Sunday except during these hours. 
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“(k) Hotels, boardinghouses, restaurants, ete. 


(1) Hotels, boardinghouses, cafes, restaurants, confection- 
eries and weiner stands are permitted to keep open on Sundays 
for their usual business, including the sale of food, cigars, cig- 
arettes, tobacco and soft drinks. 


(2) It shall be unlawful for any person to conduct or keep 
open any restaurant or cafe within the city on Sunday, except 
such as are also conducted as restaurants or cafes on other days 
of the week. 


(3) A confectionery, as used in this section, shall mean a 
place where sweets are sold, such as ice cream, candies, cakes, 
soft drinks, doughnuts and wrapped sandwiches. 


“(1) Ice manufactures and dealers. 


(1) Manufactures and dealers of ice alone may keep open 
for the sale of ice at all times, but delivery of ice other than at 
the plant or premises of such manufacturer or dealer is hereby 
forbidden, except as hereinafter stated. 


(2) Ice may be delivered to any hospital at any time, or 
to ice refrigerated railroad cars containing perishable fruits or 
other perishable products. 

(3) Ice may be delivered to dwellings or apartments on 
Sunday under the following conditions only. 

(a) A special order for the amount desired is made by 
the customer for each delivery. 

(b) Drivers of vehicles delivering such special orders 
shall not accept orders while en route, and shall not peddle, 
sell or deliver ice to any person, unless the person has first 
made the special order at the office or plant of the ice dealer. 
Deliveries shall be made quietly without ringing of bells or 
other unnecessary noise. 

(4) Any person delivering ice on Sunday, except in accord- 
ance with this section shall be guilty of a violation of this code. 
“(m) Ice Cream manufacturers, dairies and creameries. Man- 

ufacturers of ice cream, dairies and creameries may keep open on 
Sunday and at all times for the sale of ice cream, milk, butter and 
frozen dairy products. 

“(n) Newspapers and magazines. Nothing in this chapter shall 
be construed to prohibit the publication of newspapers or the sale 
of newspapers or magazines by newsstands or newsboys in and about 
the streets. 
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“(o) The sale of live bait such as worms, minnows, crickets 
and shrimp may be sold on Sunday. 


‘(p) Barbershops. It shall be unlawful for any barbershop in 
the city to open for business on Sunday. 


“(q) If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of 
this ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid, such decision 
shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordi- 
nance. The City Council hereby declares that it would have passed 
this ordinance and each section, subsection, clause, and phrase 
thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one (1) or more scctions, 
subsections, sentences, clauses, or phrases be declared invalid. 


“(r) All ordinances or parts thereof in conflict with the pro- 
visions of this ordinance are hereby repealed. Sections 15-44 and 
15-45 of the Code are expressly repealed. 


“(s) This ordinance shall become effective July 1, 1968.” 


In each case, defendants are the Mayor, the members of the 
City Council, and the Chief of Police, of the City of Raleigh. 


In Paragraph IV of its complaint, plaintiff Kresge alleged: “That 
the plaintiff operates a retail store in the City of Raleigh, North 
Carolina, selling clothing and wearing apparel, clothing accessories, 
furniture, housewares, home and office furnishings, household and 
office appliances, hardware, tools, paints, building and lumber supply 
materials, jewelry, silverware, watches, clocks, luggage, musical in- 
struments and recordings, sporting goods, toys, ‘Christmas greenery,’ 
tobacco products, newspapers and periodicals, soft drinks, ice cream, 
candies, cakes, doughnuts, wrapped sandwiches, fruits, melons and 
general grocery items.” Paragraph 1V of plaintiff Arlan’s complaint 
is identical with this exception: The italicized words are omitted. 
In lieu thereof the paragraph closes with the words, ‘‘and other food 
items.” 


Kresge alleged it opened its store in the City of Raleigh during 
the month of August, 1964. Arlan alleged it opened its store in the 
City of Raleigh during the month of August, 1967. Each alleged 
that, since the opening date, it “has operated its store during the 
hours of 10:00 a.m. until 10:00 p.m. on Monday through Saturday, 
and during the hours of 1:00 p.m. through 7:00 p.m. on Sunday.” 


Except as noted, the allegations of the complaints, including the 
prayers for relief, are identical or substantially the same. 


Plaintiffs alleged that, for reasons considered in the opinion, the 
challenged ordinance is unconstitutional and therefore void; that 
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enforcement of its provisions would cause plaintiffs to suffer ‘“sub- 
stantial direct economic injury”; that plaintiffs have no adequate 
remedy at law; and that, unless defendants are restrained, plaintiffs 
will suffer irreparable injury and damage. 


Simultaneously with the institution of these actions, Judge Bailey 
issued a temporary restraining order and an order to show cause re- 
turnable before him on July 19, 1968. At the hearing on July 19, 
1968, defendants demurred ore tenus to each complaint. The grounds 
of demurrer are set forth in detail in Judge Bailey’s judgments. Be- 
ing of the opinion the demurrers should be sustained, Judge Bailey, 
in each case, entered a judgment providing: “It Is OrpgrEp, Ap- 
JUDGED AND DrcrEED that said demurrer be and the same is hereby 
sustained, the action dismissed and the temporary restraining order 
issued in this cause is hereby dissolved, effective 22 July, 1968.” In 
each case, the plaintiff excepted to the judgment and appealed 
therefrom; and, upon appeal, each plaintiff assigns as error the 
court’s ruling and judgment. 


Jordan, Morris & Hoke and Eugene Hafer for plaintiff appellants. 
Donald L. Smith for defendant appellees. 


Bossitt, J. 


Plaintiffs alleged the ordinance prohibits the sale of the great 
majority of the items of merchandise they would otherwise sell dur- 
ing the period they operate their stores on Sunday, namely, from 
1:00 p.m. through 7:00 p.m. Their factual allegations, which are 
admitted for the purpose of testing the sufficiency of the complaints, 
are deemed sufficient to support their conclusion that enforcement of 
the ordinance would cause them to suffer “substantial direct eco- 
nomic injury.” 


[1] Notwithstanding the general rule that the constitutionality 
of a statute or ordinance purporting to create a criminal offense may 
not be challenged in an action to enjoin its enforcement, a well-estab- 
lished exception permits such action when injunctive relief is essen- 
tial to the protection of property rights and the rights of persons 
against injuries otherwise irremediable. Surplus Store, Inc. v. Hunter, 
257 N.C. 206, 214, 125 S.E. 2d 764, 770; Surplus Co. v. Pleasants, 
Sheriff, 264 N.C. 650, 653, 142 S8.E. 2d 697, 700. 


[2-4] The General Assembly, exercising the police power of the 
State, may legislate for the protection of the public health, safety, 
morals and general welfare of the people. Sunday observance stat- 
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utes and municipal ordinances derive their validity from this sphere 
of legislative power. State v. M{cGee, 237 N.C. 633, 75 S.E. 2d 783, 
and eases cited; State v. Chestnutt, 241 N.C. 401, 85 5.E. 2d 297; 
Surplus Co. v. Pleasants, Sheriff, supra. Legislative authority for 
the adoption of the ordinance sub judice was conferred by the gen- 
eral statutes codified as G.S. 160-52 and G.S. 160-200(6), (7) and 
(10), and by “The Charter of the City of Raleigh,” Session Laws of 
1949, Chapter 1184, Sections 21 and 22. 


The question presented by this appeal 1s whether the ordinance 
is unconstitutional on the grounds on which plaintiffs attack it. Mud- 
son v. R. R., 242 N.C. 650, 667, 89 S.E. 2d 441, 453; Surplus Store, 
Inc. v. Hunter, supra; Sykes v. Clayton, Comr. of Revenue, 274 
N.C. 398, 402, 163 S.E. 2d 775, 778. 


The Raleigh ordinance is similar to the Charlotte ordinance con- 
sidered in Clark’s Charlotte, Inc. v. Hunter, 261 N.C, 222, 134 S.E. 
2d 364, and is identical, except in the respects noted below, to the 
Winston-Salem ordinance considered in Charles Stores v. Tucker, 
263 N.C. 710, 140 S.E. 2d 370. The validity of the Charlotte and 
Winston-Salem ordinances was upheld by this Court when attacked 
as violative of the law of the Jand provision of Article I, Section 17, 
of the Constitution of North Carolina, and of the due process clause 
of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States. 


(5, 6] The Raleigh ordinance differs from the Winston-Salem 
ordinance considered in Charles Stores v. Tucker, swpra, in that, in 
addition to its comprehensive prohibitions, it includes the sale of 
“Sporting goods and toys.” Section 15-438(a), Subsection 7, in the 
list of specifically prohibited items, and in Section 15-43(0), 1t spe- 
cifically authorizes the sale on Sunday “of hve bait such as worms, 
minnows, crickets and shrimp.” (Our italics.) These differences, to 
which attention is called in plaintiffs’ briefs, do not bear significantly 
on the constitutionality of the ordinance. The classification of “Sport- 
ing goods and toys” as prohibited items and of live bait as permit- 
ted items cannot be considered unreasonable, arbitrary or discrim- 
inatory. Hence, on authority of Clark’s Charlotte, Inc. v. Hunter, 
supra, and Charles Stores v. Tucker, supra, we hold the provisions 
of the Raleigh ordinance are not unreasonable, arbitrary, or discrim- 
inatory as applied to plaintiffs. The reasons underlying decision in 
these authoritative cases are set forth respectively in the opinions 
of Parker, C.J., and of Sharp, J. Repetition is unnecessary and would 
be inappropriate. Hence, the validity of the ordinance is sustained 
as against plaintiffs’ attack thereon as violative of Article I, Sec- 
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tion 17, of the Constitution of North Carolina, and of the due process 
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 


Plaintiffs assert, as their primary ground of attack, that the Ra- 
leigh ordinance is unconstitutional as violative of the First Amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States. 


[7] “The First Amendment, as made applicable to the States by 
the Fourteenth, Murdock v. Pennsylvania, 319 U.S. 105, 87 L. ed 
1292, 63 S. Ct. 870, 882, 891, 146 A.L.R. 81, commands that a state 
‘shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or pro- 
hibiting the free exercise thereof. . . .’"’ Everson v. Board of Edu- 
cation, 330 U.S. 1, 91 L. ed. 711, 67 S. Ct. 504, 168 A.L.R. 1392. 
Accord: Illinois ex rel. McCollum v. Board of Education, 333 US. 
203, 92 L. ed. 649, 68 S. Ct. 461, 2 A.L.R. 2d 1838; In re Williams, 
269 N.C. 68, 78, 152 S.E. 2d 317, 325, and cases there cited. 


The two quoted clauses of the First Amendment are referred to 
generally as the “Establishment Clause,’ and the “Free Exercise 
Clause,” respectively. Plaintiffs base their attack solely on the 
“Hstablishment Clause.” 


In McGowan v. Maryland, 366 U.S. 420, 6 L. ed. 2d 393, 81 S. 
Ct. 1101, the Supreme Court of the United States affirmed the Court 
of Appeals of Maryland which, in McGowan v. State, 220 Md. 117, 
151 A. 2d 156, had affirmed the conviction of employees of a discount 
department store for making sales on a Sunday in violation of the 
Maryland Sunday closing laws. The Maryland statutes were at- 
tacked on the ground, znter alia, they violated “the guarantee of 
separation of church and state in that the statutes are laws respect- 
ing an establishment of religion contrary to the First Amendment, 
made applicable to the States by the Fourteenth Amendment.” 366 
US. at 480, 6 L. ed. 2d at 401, 81 S. Ct. at 1107. Since enforcement 
thereof caused the defendants to suffer “direct economic injury,” it 
was held that the defendants had “standing to complain that the 
statutes are laws respecting an establishment of religion,” 366 U.S. 
at 431, 6 L. ed. 2d at 402, 81 S. Ct. at 1108, but that the challenged 
Maryland Sunday closing laws were not invalid as violative of the 
“Establishment Clause” or otherwise. Accord: Two Guys v. McGin- 
ley, 366 U.S. 582, 6 L. ed. 2d 551, 81 S. Ct. 1135, reh. den. 368 USS. 
869, 7 L. ed. 2d 69, 82 S. Ct. 21. 

In the present action, defendants concede plaintiffs have sufficient 


standing to challenge the Raleigh ordinance as violative of the 
“Eetablishment Clause.” However, defendants contend that plain- 
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tiffs’ challenge of the Raleigh ordinance as violative of the “Estab- 
lishment Clause” is without merit. 


In McGowan, Mr. Chief Justice Warren quotes with approval 
this excerpt from the opinion of Mr. Justice Black in Everson: “The 
‘establishment of religion’ clause of the First Amendment means at 
least this: Neither a state nor the Federal Government can set up a 
church. Neither can pass laws which aid one religion, aid all religions, 
or prefer one religion over another. Neither can force nor influence 
a person to go to or to remain away from church against his will or 
force him to profess a belief or disbelief in any religion. No person 
can be punished for entertaining or professing religious beliefs or 
disbeliefs, for church attendance or non-attendance. No tax in any 
amount, large or small, can be levied to support any religious activi- 
ties or institution, whatever they may be called, or whatever form 
they may adopt to teach or practice religion. Neither a state nor the 
Federal Government can, openly or secretly, participate in the af- 
fairs of any religious organizations or groups and vice versa. In the 
words of Jefferson, the clause against establishment of religion by 
law was intended to erect ‘a wall of separation between church and 
State.’ 366 U.S. at 448, 6 L. ed. 2d at 409, 81S. Ct. at 1114. 


[8,9] Plaintiffs’ attack on the Raleigh ordinance as violative of 
the “Establishment Clause” is based on the allegations of Para- 
graphs VIII and IX of the complaints, v2z.: 

“VIII. That the said ordinance permits the sale of ‘Christmas 
greenery’ during the month of December, which is the month in 
which the Christmas holiday is celebrated by persons of the Christ- 
ian religion; that at all other times of the year ‘Christmas greenery’ 
may not be sold on Sunday by plaintiff and others similarly situated; 
that this requirement has no relationship to the setting aside of Sun- 
day as a day of rest but was enacted to aid the observance of a 
Christian tradition. 


“IX. That plaintiff and others similarly situated may operate 
a grocery store and stand for the sale of fruits and melons on Sun- 
day except during the hours of 10:00 a.m. until 12:00 noon, which 
are hours traditionally and generally set aside for worship services 
by persons of the Christian religion; that the requirement for clos- 
ing during these hours has no relationship to the setting aside of 
Sunday as a day of rest but was enacted to aid the observance of 
Sunday as a day of Christian worship.” (Our italics.) (Quoted from 
Kresge’s complaint. Paragraph [IX of Arlan’s complaint is the same 
with this exception: In lieu of the italicized words, Arlan alleged: 
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“That the ordinance complained of specifically allows certain sales 
and activities . . .”) 


The City Council, in the preamble, declares the Raleigh ordinance 
was adopted because there existed “a clear and present need to re- 
strict the carrying on of business activities on Sunday in the City 
of Raleigh in order to provide for the due observance of Sunday as 
a day of rest, and to protect and promote the public health, the 
general welfare, safety and morals of the citizens.” In general, the 
Raleigh ordinance, like the Winston-Salem ordinance, exempts “those 
businesses rendering essential services or furnishing products con- 
sidered as necessary for health or as contributing to the recreational 
aspect of Sunday.” Charles Stores v. Tucker, supra. 


Although recognizing the predecessors of the Maryland Sunday 
laws under consideration were ‘‘undeniably religious in origin,” Mr. 
Chief Justice Warren, in McGowan, states: 


“In light of the evolution of our Sunday Closing Laws through 
the centuries, and of their more or less recent emphasis upon secular 
consideration, it 1s not difficult to discern that as presently written 
and administered, most of them, at least, are of a secular rather than 
of a religious character, and that presently they bear no relation- 
ship to establishment of religion as those words are used in the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 


“Throughout this century and longer, both the federal and state 
governments have oriented their activities very largely toward im- 
provement of the health, safety, recreation and general well-being 
of our citizens. Numerous laws affecting public health, safety fac- 
tors in industry, laws affecting hours and conditions of labor of 
women and children, week-end diversion at parks and beaches, and 
cultural activities of various kinds, now point the way toward the 
good life for all. Sunday Closing Laws, like those before us, have 
become part and parcel of this great governmental concern wholly 
apart from their original purposes or connotations. The present 
purpose and effect of most of them is to provide a uniform day of 
rest for all citizens; the fact that this day is Sunday, a day of 
particular significance for the dominant Christian sects, does not 
bar the State from achieving its secular goals. To say that the States 
cannot prescribe Sunday as a day of rest for these purposes solely 
because centuries ago such laws had their genesis in religion would 
give a constitutional interpretation of hostility to the public welfare 
rather than one of mere separation of church and State.” 366 US. 
at 444-445, 6 L. ed. 2d at 410, 81 S. Ct. at 1115. 
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[10] In Clark’s v. West, 268 N.C. 527, 151 S.E. 2d 5, involving a 
Greenville Sunday ordinance identical in all material respects to the 
ordinance considered in Charles Stores v. Tucker, supra, it was held 
that the courts, in respect of an ordinance valid on its face, will not 
inquire into the motives which prompted the city council to enact 
it. Plaintiffs contend the Raleigh ordinance, notwithstanding the 
declared purpose for which the City Council enacted it, discloses on 
its face “a use of the State’s coercive power to aid religion, namely, 
the Christian religion.” The contention is based upon two ineidental 
and secondary features of the ordinance, to wit: (1) That “Christ- 
mas greenery” may not be sold on Sunday except during the month 
of December; and (2) that grocery stores and stands for the sale of 
fruits and melons may be operated during all hours on Sunday ex- 
cept between 10:00 a.m. and 12:00 noon. 


[8] The first feature to which plaintiffs call our attention is the 
permitted sale of “Christmas greenery” on Sunday during the month 
of December. Apparently, the term “Christmas greenery” is intended 
to identify evergreen trees, holly, mistletoe, and other recently cut 
and perishable trees and shrubs, which are used as decorations on 
streets, in stores, in homes, and generally throughout the community 
during the Christmas season. Obviously, such greenery would be 
offered for sale only during the month of December. While the word 
“Christmas,” standing alone, has a distinctive religious connotation, 
the decorations included within the term “Christmas greenery” are 
used indiscriminately by all segments of the community — espe- 
cially merchants —- without reference to a specific religious affiliation 
or any religious affiliation. Suffice to say, this small particular can- 
not be considered a sufficient basis for declaring the ordinance un- 
constitutional as violative of the “Establishment Clause” of the 
First Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 


[9, 11] The second feature to which plaintiffs call our attention, 
namely, the provision purporting to require grocery stores and 
stands for the sale of fruits and melons to cease operations between 
10:00 a.m. and 12:00 noon, appears to have been brought forward 
from earlier ordinances. These, previously considered and upheld by 
this Court, were not attacked as violative of the “Establishment 
Clause,” e.g., the Winston-Salem ordinance considered in Charles 
Stores v. Tucker, supra. At the outset we note that the complaints 
disclose plaintiffs would suffer no economic injury on account of the 
enforcement of this provision. Since their stores are operated on 
Sunday between the hours of 1:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m., this pro- 
vision imposes no restraint on plaintiffs and is not presently subject 
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to attack by plaintiffs in an action to obtain injunctive relief. Charles 
Stores v. Tucker, supra, 263 N.C. at 717, 140 S.E. 2d at 375, and 
cases cited. 


[12] The aid, if any, to the Christian religion resulting from the 
enforcement of the two-hour closing provision referred to in the 
preceding paragraph would seem minimal and remote. As Mr. Chief 
Justice Warren said in Two Guys v. McGinley, supra, with refer- 
ence to the Pennsylvania statutes, which contained provisions hav- 
ing greater religious connotations than any in the Raleigh ordinance: 
“Tt would seem that those traces that have remained (that is, lan- 
guage with religious connotations) are simply the result of legisla- 
tive oversight in failing to remove them.” Jd. at 366 U.S. at 594, 6 
L. ed. 2d at 559, 81 S. Ct. at 1141. 


In the opinion in McGowan, Mr. Chief Justice Warren stated: 
“The title of the major series of sections of the Maryland Code deal- 
ing with Sunday closing—Art. 27, §§ 492-534C —is ‘Sabbath 
Breaking’; § 492 proscribes work or bodily labor on the ‘Lord’s day,’ 
and forbids persons to ‘profane the Lord’s day’ by gaming, fishing 
et cetera; § 522 refers to Sunday as the ‘Sabbath day.’ As has been 
mentioned above, many of the exempted Sunday activities in the 
various localities of the State may only be conducted during the af- 
ternoon and late evening; most Christian church services, of course, 
are held on Sunday morning and early Sunday evening. Finally, as 
previously noted, certain localities do not permit the allowed Sunday 
activities to be carried on within one hundred vards of any church 
where religious services are being held. This is the totality of the 
evidence of religious purpose which may be gleaned from the face 
of the present statute and from its operative effect.” 366 U.S. at 
445, 6 L. ed. 2d at 410, 81 S. Ct. at 1115. Suffice to say, the Mary- 
land statutes which were upheld in McGowan against attack as vio- 
lative of the “Establishment Clause” contain more provisions than 
the Raleigh ordinance suggestive of a relationship between the Sun- 
day closing laws and the Christian religion. 


In accord with McGowan and Two Guys, we hold that “neither 
the statute’s (ordinance’s) purpose nor its effect is religious.” Two 
Guys v. McGinley, supra, 366 U.S. at 598, 6 L. ed. 2d at 561, 81 S. 
Ct. at 1148. 

The demurrers were properly sustained; and, since the ordinance, 
which is incorporated in the complaints, discloses that plaintiffs 
have no cause of action for injunctive relief on the grounds alleged, 
the actions were properly dismissed. 


Affirmed. 
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IN THE MATTER OF: A FILING MADE BY THE NORTH CAROLINA 
FIRE INSURANCE RATING BUREAU FOR A REVIEW OF EXPERI- 
ENCE OF FIRE INSURANCE 


No. 525 
(Filed 21 January 1969) 


1. Insurance §§ 113, 131— fire insurance — standard policy — pay- 
ment for loss 


The standard fire insurance policy in effect in this State requires the 
insurer to pay losses not to exceed the amount specified in the policy 
to the extent of the cash value of the property at the time of the loss, 
but not exceeding the amount it would cost to repair or replace the prop- 
erty with material of like kind and quality within a reasonable time 
after such loss. G.S. 58-176. 


2. Insurance § 116— uniform fire insurance rates 


The statutes governing premium rates upon fire insurance policies cov- 
ering risks in this State contemplate a uniform premium rate schedule 
for all companies operating in the State. G.S. Ch. 58, Art. 18. 


3. Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — Rating Burean 


For rate making purposes, the North Carolina Fire Insurance Rating 
Bureau is regarded as if it were the only insurance company operating 
in North Carolina and as if it had an earned premium experience, an in- 
curred losS experience and an operating expense experience equivalent 
to the composite of those of the companies actually in operation. 


4, Insurance § 116— proposed rates by Rating Bureau — burden of 
proof 


There is no presumption that a rate filing by the Fire Insurance Rat- 
ing Bureau is correct and proper, the burden being upon the Bureau to 
show that the proposed rate schedule is “fair and reasonable” and that 
it does not discriminate unfairly between risks. 


5. Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — legislative power 


In fixing by law the fire insurance premium rate, it is the legislative 
power of the State which is being exercised. 


6. Insurance § 116——_ fire insurance rates — policies affected 


G.S, 58-131.2 requires that premium rates fixed in accordance with the 
statutory plan be applied only to policies issued after the rates are so 
established. 


7. Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — determination of amount 


The fire insurance rate maker must determine what amount, collected 
as premiums at the inception of the policies hereafter to be issued, will 
enable the company (1) to pay losses to be incurred during the life of 
such policies at replacement costs prevailing at the time of such losses, 
(2) to pay other proper operating expenses of the company, and (8) to 
retain a “fair and reasonable profit.” 
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8. Constitutional Law § 7; Insurance § 116— fire insurance rate 
statutes — constitutionality 


The statutes delegating to the Commissioner of Insurance the authority 
to withhold approval of fire insurance rates proposed by the Rating Bu- 
reau and to fix rates which are fair and reasonable comply with the con- 
stitutional requirement that they prescribe sufficiently clear standards to 
control the Commissioner’s discretion. 


9. Insurance § 116— _ fire insurance rates authority of Insurance 
Commissioner 


The Commissioner of Insurance has no authority to prescribe or regu- 
late premium rates except insofar as that authority has been conferred 
upon him by statute. 


10. Insurance § 116— _ fire insurance rates — factors considered 


In fixing premium rates that “will produce a fair and reasonable 
profit,” G.S. 58-131.2, the Commissioner of Insurance is directed by the 
statute to consider all reasonable and related factors, including, but not 
limited to, the conflagration and catastrophe hazard, the past and pros- 
pective loss experience, the loss trend at the time of the investigation and 
the experience of the fire insurance business during a period of not less 
than five years next preceding the year in which the review is made. 


11. Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — prospective loss experi- 


ence —~- loss trend 


As used in G.S. 58-131.2, “prospective loss experience” and present 
“loss trend” relate not only to the number of fires and the extent of 
physical destruction thereby, but also to the cost of replacement of the 
destroyed property. 


12. Statutes § 5— statutory construction 


A statute must be construed in the light of the purpose to be accom- 
plished. 


138 


Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — determination of amount 


In order to accomplish the legislative purpose of the statutes govern- 
ing fire insurance rates to provide for the public at reasonable cost in- 
surance in financially responsible companies, the premium must be fixed 
at a level which will enable the insurance industry (1) to pay the losses 
which will be incurred during the life of the policies to be issued under 
such rates, (2) to pay other operating expenses, and (3) to retain a “fair 
and reasonable profit” and no more. 


14. Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — fire losses 


In fixing fire insurance rates, the Commissioner of Insurance must con- 
sider the losses, both in number aud in cost, which will be incurred dur- 
ing the life of the policies issued under the rates fixed by him. 

15. Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — consideration of past ex- 
perience 


While the Commissioner of Insurance is directed to consider the ex- 
perience of the fire insurance business during a period of not less than 


* 
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five years preceding the year of the investigation, he is not limited to 
that experience, but may extend his consideration to the experience of 
still earlier years so long as such years are “reasonable and related” to 
an informed judgment as to the future. 


Insurance § 116— § fire insurance rates — evidence of changed con- 
ditions 


Evidence that present conditions are not those which prevailed during 
former experience is relevant to the translation of the past experience 
into an informed judgment concerning the future. 


Insurance § 116— _ fire insurance rates — projection into future 


The use of past experience to estimate future needs involves, of neces- 
sity, a projection of known data into the unknown future, 


Insurance § 116—— fire insurance rate fixed by Commissioner — 
presumption of correctness 


A projection by the Commissioner of Insurance of past experience and 
present conditions into the future is presumed to be correct and proper 
if supported by substantial evidence, G.S. 58-9.8, and if he has taken 
into account all of the relevant facts which he is directed by the statute 
to consider. G.S. 58-181.2. 


Insurance § 116-—— fire insurance rates — presumption of correct- 
ness — opinion evidence as to what factors Commissioner should con- 
sider 


Presumption that order of the Commissioner of Insurance is correct and 
proper when supported by substantial evidence does not apply where order 
concluding that it would not be conservative and proper for the Commis- 
sioner to consider a projection of present and past cost trend in fixing 
future rates is based upon expert testimeny to that effect, expert opinion 
evidence as to what things are proper for consideration by the Commis- 
sioner not being determinative since that is a matter provided by statute. 


Insurance § 116—- fire insurance rates — projection of present and 


past cost trend 

Otherwise competent opinion evidence as to a projection of the present 
and past cost trend is, as a matter of law, relevant to determination by 
the Commissioner of probable loss experience of the companies during the 
life of policies to be issued in the near future. 


Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates— evidence of cost trends 


Evidence, otherwise competent, of a cost trend, upward or downward, 
which continues from the past to the present, and expert testimony, other- 
wise competent, that such trend may reasonably be expected to continue 
into the future so that future costs will be higher or lower than present 
eosts is evidence of “reasonable and related factors” which G.S. 58-131.2 
requires the Commissioner to consider in making his own projection into 
the future. 


Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — use of cost trend 
It is not a proper ground for the rejection of evidence of an upward 
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or downward cost trend into the future that such projection has never be- 
fore been used in the rate making process. 


Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — credibility of evidence of 
cost trend 


The credibility and weight of evidence projecting the cost trend into the 
future are to be determined by the Commissioner of Insurance. 


Insurance § 116— _ fire insurance rate filing — rehearing 


Upon the filing, within the time allowed, of a written request for a re- 
hearing, G.S. 58-131.5 makes the holding of such rehearing mandatory 
and contemplates the introduction of relevant and otherwise competent 
evidence at such rehearing. 


Insurance § 116— _ fire insurance rates — evidence competent at re- 
hearing 


At a rehearing upon a filing by the Rating Bureau for a change in fire 
insurance rates, evidence relevant to the issues involved in the original 
hearing and to the reasons stated in the petition for rehearing, if other- 
wise competent, is admissible. 


Insurance § 116— _ fire insurance rates — rehearing — evidence 
originating since date of rate filing 


At a rehearing upon a filing by the Rating Bureau for a change in in- 
surance rates, the Commissioner of Insurance erred in ruling that evidence 
originating subsequent to the rate filing was inadmissible as a matter of 
law and in refusing to permit the Rating Bureau to introduce evidence 
of changes in the cost level since the date of the filing which tends to 
eorroborate the Bureau’s evidence at the original hearing with reference 
to the cost levels likely to prevail during the life of policies to be issued 
in the near future. 


Insurance § 116— _ fire insurance rate hearing — complex statistical 
exhibits 


It is within the discretion of the Commissioner of Insurance to require 
complex statistical exhibits to be made available to the adverse party 
prior to the hearing upon fire insurance rates, to restrict or deny the use 
of newly developed statistical data sprung suddenly at the hearing by 
either party to the surprise of the other, and to grant such recess of the 
hearing as he may deem necessary to permit reasonable opportunity to 
prepare evidence to refute it. 


Insurance § 116-—~ fire insurance rates—fair and reasonable 
profit 
G.S. 58-181.2 imposes upon the Commissioner of Insurance the duty of 


fixing such fire insurance rates as will produce “a fair and reasonable 
profit” and no more. 


Insurance § 116— _ ffire insurance rates — reasonable profit — rea- 
sonable expenses 

What constitutes a “reasonable profit” cannot be determined until 
there is first a determination of reasonable expenses attributable to the 
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business operated in this State, which figure may or may not coincide with 
the actual expenses paid. 


Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — operating expenses 

The determination by insurance companies of the propriety of expen- 
ditures for operating costs is not binding upon the Commissioner of In- 
surance in a rate making procedure. 


Insurance § 116— _ fire insurance rates — projection of operating 
expenses 


The determination of a fair and reasonable allowance for Loss Adjust- 
ment Expense and for other operating expenses, like the determination 
of a fair and reasonable allowance for losses, involves a projection of 
past experience into the immediate future. 


Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — fair and reasonable profit 
— burden of proof 


Whether the difference between gross revenues to be derived from ex- 
isting premium rates, Earned Preniums, less the combination of losses 
and expenses is a “fair and reasonable profit” is a question of fact to be 
determined by the Commissicner from the evidence, and the burden of 
proof is upon the Rating Bureau to show that the existing premium 
rates are not sufficient. 


Insurance § 116— fire insurance rates — determination of fair and 
reasonable profit 


Whether 6% of Earned Premiums is a fair and reasonable profit, an 
excessive profit or an insufficient profit must be determined by the Com- 
missioner from the evidence and involves consideration of profits accepted 
by the investment market as reasonable in business yentures of compar- 
able risk. 


Insurance § 116; Judgments § 37— determination of fair and 
reasonable profit —res judicata 


What is a “fair and reasonable profit” varies from time to time, and 
a determination by the Commissioner in a former case as to what per- 
centage of Earned Premiums constitutes a fair and reasonable profit for a 
fire insurance company is not res judicata as to that question in the 
current investigation. 


Insurance § 116— determination of necessity for increase in fire 
insurance rates — requisite findings of fact 


In determining whether an increase in fire insurance premium rates is 
necessary in order to yield a “fair and reasonable profit” in the immediate 
future and, if so, how much increase is required for that purpose, the 
Commissioner must make specific findings of fact upon substantial evi- 
dence as to (1) the reasonably anticipated loss experience during the 
life of the policies to be issued in the near future, (2) the reasonably an- 
ticipated operating expenses in the same period, and (3) the percentage 
of Earned Premiums which will constitute a “fair and reasonable profit” 
in that period. 
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36. Insurance § 116— approval of only part of proposed rate increase 


The Commissioner of Insurance need not approve or disapprove a filing 
by the Rating Bureau in its entirety but may fix premium rates which 
allow part but not all of the increase proposed by the Bureau. 


On certiorari to the Court of Appeals, 


On 21 July 1967, the North Carolina Fire Insurance Rating 
Bureau, hereinafter called the Bureau, filed with the Commissioner 
of Insurance, hereinafter called the Commissioner, its proposal, here- 
inafter called the filing, that premium rates on fire insurance policies 
thereafter to be issued in North Carolina be adjusted. The proposed 
adjustments included increases in certain premium rates and de- 
creases in others, the net result being an “overall increase of 2.54 per 
cent,” which would produce approximately $1,000,000 a year in ad- 
ditional premium revenue. 


Following a hearing, the Commissioner entered his order deny- 
ing the filing in its entirety. A rehearing was had on the Bureau’s 
petition. The Commissioner reaffirmed the denial. The Bureau ap- 
pealed to the Superior Court of Wake County which affirmed the 
orders of the Commissioner. The Bureau then appealed to the Court 
of Appeals. On 14 August 1968, that Court rendered its decision, 
reported in 2 N.C. App. 10, 162 8.E. 2d 671, remanding the matter 
for further proceedings. Both the Bureau and the Commissioner filed 
in this Court petitions for certiorari to review the judgment of the 
Court of Appeals. Both petitions were allowed. 


The rates now in effect were fixed by the decision of the Commis- 
sioner upon a filing by the Bureau on 18 March 1966. 


The Present Filing And Attached Exhibits 


To the present filing the Bureau attached numerous statistical 
exhibits. These set forth, year by year, data showing the aggregates 
of premiums collected, premiums earned, losses paid and losses in- 
curred by the fire insurance companies operating in North Carolina 
upon the risks insured by them in this State, together with various 
computations deemed by the Bureau appropriate to adjust such 
premium data to the presently effective premium rates and such 
loss data to current costs. The cost adjustment was made upon the 
basis of a Composite Current Cost Index Factor, computed from 
the Consumer Price Index and the Construction Cost Index pub- 
lished by the United States Department of Labor and the United 
States Department of Commerce, respectively. 


By these procedures the Adjusted Earned Premiums and Ad- 
justed Incurred Losses upon the North Carolina operations of all 
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companies combined were computed for each of the years 1961 to 
1966, inclusive. A Loss Ratio (ie., the ratio of such losses to such 
premiums) was then computed for each of those years. That is, the 
Loss Ratio for each such year was computed as 1f the current prem- 
ium rates had been in effect in that year and the current cost levels, 
projected by computation to 80 June 1968, had also been in effect 
in that year. 

With reference to the projection into the then future of its Com- 
posite Cost Index, the filing stated: 


“In this 1967 filing, the Bureau renews its insistence that 
correct ratemaking requires proper consideration of current cost 
trends and renews its application of a composite current cost 
index factor, improved and made more realistic and accurate 
by projecting current costs into the period for which the rates 
are being made. Such projection is a carrying forward into such 
future period of the curve of current costs established by the 
experience of past years.”’ 


Having so computed the Loss Ratio for each of the years, the 
Bureau then weighted these ratios, assigning the weight of 30% to 
the 1966 ratio, 25% to that of 1965, 15% to that of 1964, and 10% 
to that of each of the preceding three years. It thus derived a com- 
posite Weighted Loss Ratio for the six years of $49.95% which it 
rounded off to 50%. To this it added 3.8% for Loss Adjustment Ex- 
penses, making a total of 53.8%. 

By the process described below, the Bureau determined that the 
Balance Point Loss Ratio was $52.3%; that is, when the Loss Ra- 
tio, including Loss Adjustment Expense, adjusted as above described, 
is 62.3% of the Earned Premiums, adjusted as above described, no 
change in premium rates is required in order to give the companies 
a “fair and reasonable profit” within the meaning of GS. 58-131.2. 


Dividing the so computed Loss Ratio, including Loss Adjust~- 
ment Expense, of 538.8% by the Balance Point Loss Ratio of 52.3%, 
the Bureau derived the figure of 102.9% (1.e., the ratio of the com- 
puted Loss Ratio, including Loss Adjustment Expense, to the said 
Balance Point Loss Ratio) and thereby reached the conclusion that 
a 2.9% increase in the overall premium rate (and so in the Earned 
Premiums) would be “fair and reasonable” (a non-sequitur as shown 
below). It then proposed detailed adjustments of rates on the var- 
ious classifications of risk which would yield an overall increase of 
2.54%, whilch was the overall increase proposed in the filing. That 
is, it proposed an increase slightly less than it contends would be 
justified. 
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The Bureau computed the Balance Point Loss Ratio in the fol- 
Jowing manner: 


Taking the ratio of Expense, exclusive of Loss Adjustment Ex- 
pense, to Earned Premiums, adjusted as above described, as 41.7%, 
and the Underwriting Profit Factor as 6%, the total of these two 
became 47.7% of Earned Premiums. Then, by subtracting this total 
from 100%, the Balance Point Loss Ratio of 52.8% of Earned Prem- 
iums was derived. 


That is, the filing proceeds upon the theory that when, out of 
each dollar of earned premiums, 41.7 cents 1s used to pay Expense, 
other than Loss Adjustment Expense, 52.3 cents is used to pay In- 
curred Losses, including Loss Adjustment Expense, and 6 cents is 
retained for Underwriting Profit, the premium rates are “in bal- 
ance.” Thus, the Bureau contends that premium rates yielding an 
Underwriting Profit of 6 cents out of each dollar of Earned Prem- 
iums are at the level contemplated by the statute. 


(The fallacy in the Bureau’s computation of an increase in prem- 
ium rates of 2.9% as necessary to fix rates yielding a “fair and rea- 
sonable profit” is this: By its computation, including all adjust- 
ments and projections, out of each dollar of Earned Premiums, at 
present rates, 53.8 cents will be needed to pay reasonably antici- 
pated losses, including Loss Adjustment Expense, 41.7 cents will be 
needed to pay Expense, other than Loss Adjustment Expense, leav- 
ing only 4.5 cents for Underwriting Profit, which last figure the 
Bureau says should be 6 cents. To increase the premium rate by 
2.9%, will increase the present Earned Premium dollar to $1,029, 
but will not increase the amount needed to pay anticipated losses, 
including Loss Adjustment Expense, or the amount needed to pay 
other Expense. The total of these will remain at 95.5 cents, leaving 
for Underwriting Profit not 6 cents but 7.4 cents. If an adjustment 
of the Expense, other than Loss Adjustment Expense, for a result- 
ing increase in taxes is appropriate, neither the necessity nor the 
amount thereof appears in the record.) 


The exhibits attached to the filing do not show how the Bureau 
computed Expense, other than Loss Adjustment Expense. Presum- 
ably, this was derived from reports filed with the Bureau by the 
companies. (If it is a mere theoretical figure rather than an actual 
computation, a different question arises.) 

The reasonableness of such ratio of Expense to Earned Prem- 
iums, that is, 41.7 cents out of each premium dollar earned, does not 
appear from the filing or the exhibits attached thereto. Similarly, 
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the derivation of the conclusion that Underwriting Profit should be 
6 cents out of every premium dollar earned does not appear upon 
the filing or the exhibits attached thereto. 


The Bureau’s exhibit, upon which it computed the ratio of Ex- 
pense, exclusive of Loss Adjustment Expense, to Harned Premiums, 
adjusted, to be 41.7% shows the computation consists of three 
steps. First, the ratio of certain expenses, designated in this record 
only by reference to certain schedules, to Wrtten Premiums is com- 
puted at 28.5%. Second, the ratio of All Other Expense to Harned 
Premiums 1s computed at 17.0%. Third, these percentages are added 
together, notwithstanding the fact that one is a ratio of one part of 
the expenses to Written Premiums and the other is the ratio of an- 
other part of the expenses to Harned Premiums, thus deriving the 
figure of 45.5%. The arithmetical total of these two percentages is 
certainly 45.5, but obviously it is not 45.5% either of Written Prem- 
iums or of Earned Premiums. From this figure of 45.5% of some- 
thing, the Bureau has subtracted its figure of 3.8% for Loss Adjust- 
ment Expense without specifying whether this is 3.8% of Written 
Premiums or of Earned Premiums or of something else. The result 
of this subtraction is the figure of 41.7% used in the Bureau’s com- 
putation of the Balance Point Loss Ratio. It would appear, though 
not clearly, that, in computing the Balance Point, the Bureau re- 
garded this figure as 41.7% of Earned Premiums, adjusted. 


At neither the hearing nor the rehearing before the Commis- 
sioner did the Bureau offer any evidence to show any breakdown of 
Loss Adjustment Expense, or of other Expense, or the reasonable- 
ness of an Underwriting Profit equal to 6 cents out of every Earned 
Premium dollar. The ratios of these three items to Earned Prem- 
iums, adjusted, 3.8%, 41.7% and 6%, respectively, are merely stated 
as facts in the computation of the Balance Point Loss Ratio upon 
an exhibit attached to the filing. The Insurance Department offered 
no evidence or contention with respect to such use of these ratios. 
In neither order of the Commissioner is the correctness of any of 
these ratios, or of the resulting Balance Point Loss Ratio, found as 
a fact or discussed. 


The First Hearing Before The Commissioner 


At the first hearing before the Commissioner, the Bureau intro- 
duced in evidence the filing and the exhibits attached thereto, to- 
gether with testimony of its actuary and of another expert witness. 
The Department of Insurance appeared in opposition to the approval 
of the filing and introduced the testimony of its actuary. There was 
no other opposition. 
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There was no evidence in support of or in opposition to the use 
by the Bureau, in its exhibit, of the above mentioned ratios to 
Karned Premiums, adjusted, of Loss Adjustment Expense, Expense, 
exclusive of Loss Adjustment Expense, and Underwriting Profit or 
of the resulting Balance Point. 


The Department of Insurance did not attack or question the cor- 
rectness of any data appearing on the exhibits of the Bureau, or of 
any mathematical computation thereon, or the accuracy or rele- 
vancy of the Bureau’s Composite Current Cost Index Factor, as of 
the date of the filing, or the accuracy of either of the price indices 
used by the Bureau in computing it. 


Likewise, the Bureau offered no evidence to substantiate, and the 
Department of Insurance presented neither evidence nor contention 
in disagreement with, the weighting process by which the yearly loss 
ratios, adjusted to current premium rates and current costs, were 
further adjusted in arriving at the composite Loss Ratio to Earned 
Premiums of 53.8% as of the then future date of 80 June 1968. The 
witness for the Bureau simply stated that these were ‘weights de- 
veloped by actuarial judgment” (1.e., the judgment of an undesig- 
nated actuary); that the weighting process was so developed and 
first “recommended” by the Fire Insurance Research & Actuarial 
Association to the fire insurance rating bureaus of the several states 
in March of 1958; that “this principle is now accepted and used in 
the great majority of the States, including North Carolina,” and 
that this weighting process “has helped to develop more responsive 
rate levels so that the future underwriting experience came closer to 
being at the proper point.” In this instance, the weighting process 
resulted in a composite Loss Ratio lower than the simple arithme- 
tical average of the Loss Ratios of the six years, adjusted to current 
premium rates and current costs, by reason of the fact that the Loss 
Ratio for 1966, so computed, was the lowest of all of such ratios for 
the six years. 


The evidence of the Bureau is further to the effect that “atten- 
tion was turned in 1964 to the question of differences in cost levels 
represented by the incurred losses used in the review period.” That 
is, the evidence of the Bureau shows that, for the purpose of ad- 
justing past loss experience to future conditions, the weighting device 
was first developed and put into use and some years later the cost 
index device was developed and put into use. The evidence of the 
Bureau does not show, and the evidence of the Department of In- 
surance does not question, the necessity or propriety of using both 
devices cumulatively as was done in the exhibits of the Bureau in 
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the present matter. Neither order of the Commissioner makes refer- 
ence to the cumulative effect of these adjustments of loss experience. 


The actuary for the Bureau testified that he had computed, by a 
method not challenged by the Department of Insurance, the cost 
trend curve on the basis of the above mentioned Composite Current 
Cost Index and had projected this trend to 30 June 1968 on the as- 
sumption that, in such then future period, the index would continue 
to rise on the same curve. It was upon this basis that he computed 
the Loss Ratio, including Loss Adjustment Expense, at the above 
mentioned figure of 53.8% of Earned Premiums, adjusted. He tes- 
tified: 


“In each of these indices, for each of the seven years, there 
is an increase, a trend upward in each one. * * * What we 
have done, based on those seven years of experience, is to as- 
sume that for each of the months through June 30, 1968, there 
would be a similar increase in the Composite Current Cost In- 
dex Factor. * * * 


“As an expert statistician and actuary, | know that this is 
the current assumption among experts, and I do not know of 
any reliable statistical authority or economist that predicts 
that prices will fall in the next eighteen months.” 


The actuary of the Department of Insurance did not take issue 
with the cost trend curve as calculated and plotted by the actuary 
for the Bureau, or with his prediction as to the cost level to be ex- 
pected for 80 June 1968. His attack was upon any use of a projec- 
tion of the cost trend into the future for rate making purposes. He 
testified: 


“In my opinion, I do not consider the method of adjusting 
the incurred losses as used by the Bureau in this filing to be 
conservative. * * * 


“In my opinion, I do not consider the method used insofar 
as Fire Insurance rate-making in North Carolina to be proper. 
My reasons are that such an adjustment necessarily must be 
based on assumptions and conjecture and economics and po- 
litical or natural events of the future could have an effect on 
either the Consumer Price Index or the Composite Construction 
Cost Index, or both. I do not feel that such a projection is 
proper.” 

The actuary for the Department of Insurance accepted and used 
the Bureau’s Composite Current Cost Index up to the level of 31 
December 1966, the end of the experience period used in the Bureau’s 
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calculations. At that level of costs he concluded that no increase in 
premium rates was required. With this conclusion the actuary for 
the Bureau was not in disagreement. That is, the Bureau agreed 
that if the costs of replacing burned property were to continue at the 
31 December 1966 level throughout the life of the policies to which 
the proposed rates were to apply, no increase in premium rates would 
be justified. 


The First Order Of The Commissioner 
The Commissioner made the following material findings of fact: 


“3. The Consumer Price Index and the Construction Cost 
Index are reasonable measures of historical price changes. 


* *& 


“6. The use of the cost factor to adjust loss statistics up to 
the latest available data of the filing [ie., 31 December 1966] 
would produce a rate indication of no change. 


“7. The loss trend in North Carolina for fire insurance for 
the period 1961-1968 has generally [been] stable with no pro- 
nounced upward or downward trend.” 


The Commissioner thereupon reached the following conclusion: 


“In its rate proposal the Bureau has departed from methods 
previously approved. It has estimated the costs of the future 
using a projection based on certain price indices, It is the 
opinion of the undersigned Commissioner of Insurance that the 
adjustment method used is neither conservative nor proper as 
it is based upon supposition and conjecture and the rate de- 
veloped by the use of such an adjustment method would be un- 
reasonable. Had the Bureau adjusted losses up to the date of 
the latest available statistical information in the filing, the 
rate-making method would have indicated no change in rates. 


“The rate proposal is, therefore, denied.” 
The Rehearing Before The Commisstoner 


At the rehearing the Bureau offered in evidence statistical data, 
issued by the above mentioned departments of the Federal Govern- 
ment after the original hearing, which brought its Composite Cur- 
rent Cost Index up through August 1967, and also such data bring- 
ing that index up through September 1967. These data were made 
available to the Department of Insurance by the Bureau approxi- 
mately one month prior to the rehearing. 


The Bureau further offered in evidence exhibits, identical to 
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those made part of the filing, except that the cost level figures so 
derived for 31 August 1967 and 30 September 1967, respectively, 
were substituted, in the computations of the Loss Ratio in these new 
exhibits, for the projection to 30 June 1968, used in the exhibit at- 
tached to the filing and introduced at the original hearing. That 1s, 
in the exhibits offered at the rehearing, the Bureau did not use a 
projection of the experienced cost trend but used the actual index 
figures for August and September 1967, respectively. The Loss 
Ratio, so computed on the basis of the experienced cost level for 30 
September 1967, was the same as that formerly computed on the 
basis of the projection of the trend to 30 June 1968. That computed 
on the basis of the experienced cost level for 31 August 1967 was 
slightly less, 


The Commissioner sustained objections by the Department of 
Insurance to the introduction of these data, and the exhibits con- 
taining them, on the ground that such data had originated or had 
been developed since the date of the filing. That is, the Commis- 
sioner ruled that evidence could not be received to show changes in 
the cost level since the date of the filing. 


There was no contention by the Department of Insurance that 
it was taken by surprise by the offer of such evidence and no re- 
quest by it for an adjournment so as to permit it to study the new 
data. The actuary for the Bureau testified that with the new data 
he was able in approximately ten minutes to make the appropriate 
modifications of the exhibits originally attached to the filing. Again, 
the Department of Insurance did not take issue with the arithme- 
tical correctness of the computations so made. 


Second Order Of The Commissioner 


On 20 December 1967, the Commissioner entered his order affirm- 
ing his previous refusal to approve the filing, basing this order upon 
the following conclusions: 


“In this rehearing the Bureau did not present acceptable 
statistical data or other evidence to warrant any modification, 
change or recission. 


“The undersigned Commissioner of Insurance rejects the in- 
troductions and acceptance of newly developed evidence (that 
is, evidence originating subsequent to the date of the filing). 
The orderly consideration of a rate filing requires a reference 
point, in time, for the comparison of premiums, losses and ex- 
penses. To permit the continual introduction of newly developed 
statistical data, as the Bureau has proposed to do, would pre- 
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clude a careful, thoughtful analysis of the matter under review 
and, in the opinion of the undersigned Commissioner of Insur- 
ance would not serve the public interest.” 
Judicial Review 
The Superior Court of Wake County affirmed the two orders of 
the Commissioner, the court concluding: (1) There is in the record 
substantial evidence to support the Commissioner’s ruling that the 
method employed by the Bureau in its computation of the loss ratio 
was not proper and reasonable; and (2) the sustaining of the ob- 
jections to the evidence offered by the Bureau at the rehearing was 
within the discretion of the Commissioner. 


The Court of Appeals held: (1) It could not say that the method 
used by the Commissioner for weighting the loss ratios in the sev- 
eral years did not comply fully with the statutory requirement that 
the Commissioner consider the prospective loss experience based on 
current loss trend; but (2) the Commissioner erred in refusing to 
admit in evidence and consider the statistical data offered at the re- 
hearing. It, therefore, remanded the matter for further proceedings 
consistent with its opinion. 

The Bureau petitioned for certiorari to review the first of these 
rulings. The Department of Insurance petitioned for certiorari to 
review the second. 


Attorney General Bruton and Assistant Attorney General Harrell 
for North Carolina Insurance Commissioner, 


Joyner & Howson for North Carolina Fire Insurance Rating 
Bureau. 


LAKE, J. 


Following the decision in United States v. Southeastern Under- 
writers Association, 322 U.S. 533, 64 S. Ct. 1162, 88 L. Ed. 1440, the 
Legislature of this State enacted the statutes under which the 
premium rates upon fire insurance policies covering risks in this 
State are governed. These are found in Chapter 58, Article 13, of 
the General Statutes. They have not been amended in any respect 
material to the present inquiry since their enactment. 

In only one case, In Re Rating Bureau, 245 N.C. 444, 96 S.E. 2d 
344, have these statutes been before this Court. The decision in that 
case is not determinative of the questions involved in the present 
litigation. The carefully prepared briefs, both of counsel for the 
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Bureau and of the Attorney General, advise us that counsel have 
found no decisions of other courts directly in point upon these ques- 
tions and our own research has disclosed none. Certain fundamental 
principles of rate or price regulation, recognized and applied by this 
Court in decisions concerned with the regulation of pubhe utilty 
rates under Chapter 62 of the General Statutes, are applicable to 
this matter in a general way, but the statutory provisions governing 
the two rate making procedures are substantially different. Conse- 
quently, we are plowing new ground. If the process turns up a need 
for revision or supplementation of the existing statutes governing 
insurance premium regulation, a session of the Legislature is, fortu- 
nately, at hand. 


The Pertinent Statutes 


G.S. 58-125 provides: “There is hereby created a bureau to 
be known as the ‘North Carolina Fire Insurance Rating Bu- 
reau.’” 


G.S. 58-126 provides: “The provisions of this article shall 
apply to insurance against loss to property located in this State, 
or to any valuable interest therein, by fire, * * *” 


G.S. 58-127 provides: ‘Under the supervision of the Commis- 
sioner of Insurance * * * insurance companies authorized to 
effect insurance in this State against the risk of loss by perils 
within the scope of this act, shall organize a rating bureau for 
the purpose of making rates and rules and regulations which 
affect or determine the price which policyholders shall pay for 
insurance covered by this article, on property or risks located 
in this State; and all companies now or hereafter authorized to 
transact such business in this State shall become members of 
such bureau. 


“The government of the rating bureau shall be vested in its 
members * * *” 


G.S. 58-130 provides: “Every insurer shall file annually with 
the rating bureau * * * its underwriting experience in this 
State in accordance with classifications approved by the Com- 
missioner. * * *” 

G.S. 58-1381 provides: “The rating bureau in making rates 
shall not unfairly discriminate between risks involving essen- 
tially the same construction and hazards, and having substan- 
tially the same degree of protection.” 


G.S. 58-131.1 provides: “No rating method, schedule, class- 
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ification, underwriting rule, bylaw, or regulation shall become 
effective or be applied by the rating bureau until it shall have 
been first submitted to and approved by the Commissioner. 


e& &% HY 


G.S. 58-131.2 provides: “The Commissioner is hereby em- 
powered to investigate at any time the necessity for a reduction 
or increase in rates. If upon such investigation it appears that 
the rates charged are producing a profit in excess of what is 
fair and reasonable, he shall order such reduction of rates as 
will produce a fair and reasonable profit only. 


“Tf upon such investigation it appears that the rates charged 
are inadequate and are not producing a profit which is fair and 
reasonable, he shall order such increase of rates as will pro- 
duce a fair and reasonable profit. 


“In determining the necessity for an adjustment of rates, the 
Commissioner shall give consideration to all reasonable and re- 
lated factors, to the conflagration and catastrophe hazard, both 
within and without the State, to the past and prospective loss 
experience, including the loss trend at the time the investigation 
is being made, and in the case of fire insurance rates, to the ex- 
perience of the fire insurance business during a period of not 
less than five years next preceding the year in which the review 
is made, 


“Any reduction or increase of rates ordered by the Commis- 
sioner shall be applied by the rating bureau subject to his ap- 
proval within sixty (60) days and shall become effective solely 
to such insurance as is written having an inception date on and 
after the date of such approval. 


“Whenever the Commissioner finds, after notice and hear- 
ing, that the bureau’s application of an approved rating method, 
schedule, classification, underwriting rule, bylaw or regulation 
is unwarranted, unreasonable, improper or unfairly discrimi- 
natory he shall order the bureau to revise or alter the applica- 
tion of such rating method, schedule, classification, underwriting 
rule, bylaw or regulation in the manner and to the extent set 
out in the order.” 


G.S. 58-131.38 provides: “No insurer * * * shall know- 
ingly issue or deliver or knowingly permit the issuance or de- 
livery of any policy of insurance in this State which does not 
conform to the rates, rating plans, classifications, schedules, rules 
and standards made and filed by the rating bureau. * * *” 
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G.S. 58-131.5 provides: “The Commissioner shall not make 
any rule, regulation or order under the provisions of this article 
without giving the rating bureau and insurers who may be af- 
fected thereby reasonable notice and a hearing if hearing is re- 
quested. * * * 


“At the conclusion of such hearing, or within thirty (80) days 
thereafter, the Commissioner shall make such order or orders 
as he may deem necessary in accordance with his finding. Within 
thirty (80) days after receiving written notice of any such order 
or finding any person affected thereby may request a rehearing 
or review thereon before the Commissioner by filing a written 
request setting forth a summary oi the reasons therefor. Upon 
receipt of such request, the Commissioner shall set a date for 
rehearing. Such application for rehearing shall act as a stay of 
the provisions of such order. The Commissioner may modify, 
change or rescind such order if he finds that the facts shown at 
the rehearing warrant such modification, change or rescission. 
%¥ & #Y 


G.S. 58-131.8 provides: “A review of any order made by the 
Commissioner in accordance with the provisions of this article, 
shall be by appeal to the Superior Court of Wake County in 
accordance with the provisions of § 58-9.3.” 


G.S. 58-9.3 provides: “(a) Any order or decision made, is- 
sued or executed by the Commissioner * * * shall be subject 
to review in the superior court of Wake County * * * 


“(b) * * * The order or decision of the Commissioner if 
supported by substantial evidence shall be presumed to be cor- 
rect and proper. * * * 


“* * * The cause shall be heard by the trial judge as a 
civil case upon transcript of the record for review of findings of 
fact and errors of law only. * * ®° 


“(c) The trial judge shall have jurisdiction to affirm or to 
set aside the order or decision of the Commissioner and to re- 
strain the enforcement thereof. 


‘“(d) Appeals from all final orders and judgments entered 
by the superior court in reviewing the orders and decisions of 
the Commissioner may be taken to the Supreme Court of North 
Carolina by any party to the action as in other civil cases. 
© 8 %)? 


[1] GS. 58-176 prescribes the terms of the standard fire insur- 
ance policy to be issued in this State and, among other things, pro- 
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vides that such policy shall state: “|T]his Company * * * does 
insure [the policyholder] and legal representatives, to the extent of 
the actual cash value of the property at the time of loss, but not 
exceeding the amount which it would cost to repair or replace the 
property with material of hke kind and quality within a reasonable 
time after such loss * * *” not to exceed the amount specified in 
the policy. 


[2-4] It is readily apparent that this statutory plan contemplates 
a uniform premium rate schedule for all companies operating in the 
State. For rate making purposes, the Bureau is to be regarded as if 
it were the only insurance company operating in North Carolina 
and as if it had an earned premium experience, an incurred loss ex- 
perience and an operating expense experience equivalent to the com- 
posite of those of the companies actually in operation. There is no 
presumption that a rate filing by the Bureau is correct and proper. 
In Re Rating Bureau, supra. The burden is upon the Bureau to 
show that the rate schedule proposed by it is “fair and reasonable” 
and that it does not discriminate unfairly between risks. In Re Rat- 
ing Bureau, supra. 


The Relevancy Of The Cost Trend Projection 


[5, 6] In fixing by law the premium rate, it is the legislative 
power of the State which is being exercised. It is not only imprac-~- 
tical to fix premium rates retroactively, it is expressly required by 
G.S. 58-131.2 that premium rates fixed in accordance with the stat- 
utory plan be applied only to policies issued after the rates are so 
established. Consequently, the entire procedure contemplates a look- 
ing to the future. 


[7] The policy contracts fix in advance the premiums to be charged 
therefor by the issuing company. For the premiums so fixed at the 
inception of the policy, the company contracts that it will pay, 
within the maximum limit stated in the policy, the cost of replac- 
ing property destroyed by fire occurring in the then future. Thus, 
the amount which the company is obligated to pay is measured not 
by the cost of such replacement at the inception of the policy but 
by the cost of such replacement at the time of the fire. G.S. 58-176. 
Consequently, the problem for the rate maker is to determine what 
amount, collected as premiums at the inception of the policies here- 
after to be issued, will enable the company (1) to pay losses to be 
incurred during the life of such policies, at replacement costs pre- 
vailing at the time of such losses, (2) to pay other proper operating 
expenses of the company, and (8) to retain a “fair and reasonable 
profit.” 
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Fire insurance is an economic necessity for owners of property. 
A policy issued by an insolvent company is no insurance at all, or 
virtually so. In the foregoing statutory plan, the State has under- 
taken to make available to its people the economic necessity of fire 
insurance policies, which actually insure, by authorizing the Bureau 
to propose premium rates just as would a single company having a 
monopoly of the fire insurance business in North Carolina. To pro- 
tect the public against the danger of exorbitant rates for this eco- 
nomic necessity, which danger is inherent in monopolistic price fix- 
ing, the Legislature has vested in the Commissioner its own author- 
ity to withhold approval of such rates proposed by the Bureau and 
to fix rates which are fair and reasonable. 


[8] It is beyond question that the Legislature may so delegate 
this authority to an administrative officer provided it prescribes sufh- 
ciently clear standards to control his discretion. See: Harrill v. Re- 
tirement System and Bird v. Retirement System, 271 N.C. 357, 156 
S.E. 2d 702; Utihties Com. v. State and Utilities Com. v. Telegraph 
Co., 239 N.C. 3338, 80 S.E. 2d 133; Coastal Highway v. Turnpike 
Authority, 237 N.C. 52, 74 S.E. 2d 310. The statutory plan above 
set forth complies with that constitutional requirement. 


[9] Obviously, the Commissioner of Insurance has no authority 
to prescribe or regulate premium rates, except insofar as that au- 
thority has been conferred upon him by the above mentioned stat- 
utes. In exercising that authority he must comply with the statutory 
procedures and standards. 


[10] Specifically, G.S, 58-131.2 directs him to fix premium rates 
such as “will produce a fair and reasonable profit” and no more. In 
reaching this end result, he is directed by that statute to “give con- 
sideration to all reasonable and related factors,’ including, but not 
limited to, the conflagration and catastrophe hazard, the past and 
prospective loss experience, the loss trend at the time of the investi- 
gation and the experience of the fire insurance business during a 
period of not less than five years next preceding the year in which 
the review is made, 


[11] It will be observed that the experience of the companies in 
the five calendar years next preceding the year of the investigation 
is not the sole factor to be considered by the Commissioner in fixing 
the rates for the future. He is also directed to consider the ‘“pros- 
pective loss experience, including the loss trend at the time the in- 
vestigation is being made.’”’ Admittedly, these terms are not as pre- 
cise as might be desirable. It, nevertheless, seems clear that the 
‘orospective loss experience” and the present “loss trend” relate, 
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not only to the number of fires and to the extent of the physical de- 
struction thereby, but also to the cost of replacement of the de- 
stroyed property. 


[12, 13] <A statute must be construed in the light of the purpose 
to be accomplished. In Re Dillingham, 257 N.C. 684, 127 S.E. 2d 
584; Greensboro v. Smith, 241 N.C. 363, 85 S.E. 2d 292; Cab Com- 
pany v. Charlotte, 284 N.C. 572, 68 S.E. 2d 433. Here, the purpose 
of the statute is to provide for the public, at reasonable cost, insur- 
ance in financially responsible companies. Not only fair play but 
the accomplishment of this legislative purpose as well requires that 
the premium be fixed at a level which will enable the insuring com- 
pany (i.e., the entire insurance industry in this State treated as if 
it were one company) (1) to pay the losses which will be incurred 
during the life of the policies to be issued under such rates, (2) to 
pay other operating expenses, and (3) to retain a “fair and reason- 
able profit” and no more. 


[14] To accomplish this purpose the Commissioner must consider 
the losses, both in number and in cost, which will be incurred in the 
future; i.e., during the life of the policies issued under the rates fixed 
by him. Obviously, the determination of the cost of replacing losses 
to be incurred at price levels then to prevail is a matter of informed 
judgment and not of precise calculation. Such judgment can be 
formed only by consideration both of the past experience and of the 
present prevailing conditions. This is true both as to the number and 
physical extent of the losses to be anticipated and as to the cost of 
replacing such losses as they occur. 


[15, 16] For this reason, the statute specifically directs the Com- 
missioner to consider the experience of the fire insurance business 
during a period of not less than five years preceding the year of the 
investigation. He is not limited, however, to that experience, but 
may extend his consideration to the experience of still earlier years, 
so long as such years are “reasonable and related” to an informed 
judgment as to the future. Evidence that present conditions are not 
those which prevailed during such former experience is, obviously, 
relevant to the translation of the past experience into an informed 
judgment concerning the future. For example, the past loss experi- 
ence should be adjusted to take into account any newly discovered 
practicable procedures and devices for reducing the risk of fire. Sim- 
ilarly, recent events reliably indicating a rise, or a fall, in replace- 
ment costs previously experienced is a relevant circumstance in de- 
termining the extent to which past experience supplies a reliable 
guide to the future in the matter of replacement costs. 
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[17] The use of past experience to estimate future needs involves, 
of necessity, a projection of known data into the unknown future. 
See: Los Angeles Gas & Electric Corporation v. Railroad Commis- 
sion, 289 U.S. 287, 311, 53 S. Ct. 687, 77 L. Ed. 1180; McCardle v. 
Indianapolis Water Company, 272 U.S. 400, 408, 47 8. Ct. 144, 71 
L. Ed. 316; Central Maine Power Company v. Public Utilities Com- 
mission, 153 Me. 228, 136 A. 2d 726, 732-735. To bring past experi- 
ence to the present level, by pro forma adjustments of premiums 
earned and losses incurred, and then to stop the adjusting process, 
is to project into the future the assumption that there will be no 
further change in the incidence of fires, in the extent of physical de- 
struction thereby or in the cost of replacing the destroyed property. 
The question, therefore, is not whether a projection shall be made 
by the Commissioner, from the present into the future, for that is 
inevitable in the discharge of his statutory duty of fixing, for the 
future, a fair and reasonable premium rate. The question is as to the 
relevancy and trustworthiness of proposed evidence to and in the 
determination of the direction of such projection. 


[18] As the Court of Appeals stated, the Commissioner of Insur- 
ance “is a specialist in the field” and has been given by the Legisla- 
ture the authority and the duty to set rates which will, in the future, 
produce a fair and reasonable profit and no more. His projection of 
past experience and present conditions into the future is presumed 
to be correct and proper if supported by substantial evidence, G:S. 
58-9.38, and if he has taken into account all of the relevant facts 
which he is directed by the statute to consider. G.S. 58-131.2. 


[19, 20] The expert opinion of a witness, however well informed, 
as to what things are proper for consideration by the Commissioner 
in making his projection is not determinative. That 1s a matter de- 
termined by the provisions of the statute. Thus, the presence in this 
record of testimony of the actuary for the Department of Insurance 
that, in his admittedly expert opinion, it would not be “conservative” 
or “proper” for the Commissioner, in fixing rates for the future, to 
consider a projection of the present and past cost trend does not af- 
ford a basis for calling into play the statutory presumption that the 
order of the Commissioner, resting upon the same conclusion, is 
correct and proper because “supported by substantial evidence.” We 
hold that otherwise competent opinion evidence as to such projec- 
tion is, as a matter of law, relevant to the determination by the Com- 
missioner of the probable loss experience of the companies during 
the life of policies to be issued 1n the near future. Here, the Commis- 
sioner has expressly refused to consider the evidence at all. 
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[21] Like the Court of Appeals, we cannot determine, and we 
have no authority to determine, whether the weighting process used 
by the Bureau in translating past experience into present conditions, 
plus the further adjustment of past experience to the present by ap- 
plying to past costs inflation already experienced, leads, without 
more, to a correct projection of past experience and present condi- 
tions into that part of the future covered by policies hereafter to be 
issued. That question we do not determine. What we do hold is that 
evidence, otherwise competent, of a cost trend, upward or downward, 
which continues from the past into the present, and expert testimony, 
otherwise competent, that such trend may reasonably be expected to 
continue into the future, so that future costs will be higher or lower 
than present costs, is evidence of “reasonable and related factors” 
which G.S. 58-131.2 requires the Commissioner to consider in mak- 
ing his own projection into the future. 


[22] It is not a proper ground for the rejection of such evidence 
that such projection of an upward or downward cost trend into the 
future has never before been used in the rate making process. The 
statute does not contemplate that procedures and methods for de- 
termining replacement costs for the future shall be frozen. See; Na- 
tional Bureau of Casualty Underwriters v. Superintendent of Insur- 
ance, 6 A.D. 2d 73, 174 N.Y.S. 2d 836, 840. 


[23] In its holding that consideration of a prevailing cost trend, 
established by otherwise competent and credible evidence, is ‘a pol- 
icy matter and should rest with the Commissioner,” we think the 
Court of Appeals erred and to that extent its decision is hereby re- 
versed. We conclude that the evidence offered by the Bureau as to 
the probability of a cost level on 30 June 1968 higher than that pre- 
vailing at the time of the filing, or at the time of the hearing be- 
fore the Commissioner, was relevant and was improperly excluded 
by the Commissioner from his consideration. Its credibility and 
weight, as distinguished from its relevancy, are to be determined 
by the Commissioner. See: Insurance Department v. City of Phila- 
delphia, 196 Pa. Super. 221, 178 A. 2d 811; Long v. National Bureau 
of Casualty Underwnters (Tenn.), 354 S.W. 2d 255. It is not, neces- 
sarily, more speculative than is expert testimony as to pain, suffer- 
ing and disability to be experienced in the future by an injured 
person. 


The Exclusion Of Evidence At The Rehearing 
[24, 25] Upon the filing, within the time allowed, of a written 


request for a rehearing, G.S. 58-131.5 makes the holding of such re- 
hearing mandatory. The statute clearly contemplates the introduc- 
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tion of relevant and otherwise competent evidence at such rehear- 
ing. The application for a rehearing, itself, automatically stays the 
former order of the Commissioner. We think it clear from the stat- 
ute that, at such rehearing, evidence relevant to the issues involved 
in the original hearing and to the reasons stated in the petition for 
rehearing, if otherwise competent, is admissible. 


[26] The evidence offered by the Bureau at the rehearing con- 
sisted of data, the credibility of which is not questioned by the De- 
partment of Insurance or the Commissioner, and which, if true, tends 
to corroborate the Bureau’s evidence at the original hearing with 
reference to cost levels likely to prevail during the life of policies 
to be issued in the near future. Having determined that like evi- 
dence was properly admitted at the original hearing by the Com- 
missioner, and should have been taken into consideration by him in 
making his own projection for the future, it follows that the evidence 
offered at the rehearing was relevant and should have been admitted 
and considered. 


We affirm the holding of the Court of Appeals that in sustaining 
the objection to this evidence at the rehearing the Commissioner 
was in error. Neither the Department of Insurance, any other pro- 
testant, nor the Bureau is confined to evidence relating to conditions 
prevailing at the date of the filimg and to experience prior thereto. 
While the statute requires that a hearing by the Commissioner upon 
a filing by the Bureau be held promptly, it is well within the 
bounds of possibility that, between the filing and the hearing, ex- 
perience may be had which would be most relevant to the determi- 
nation of the direction of a projection of the present “loss trend” 
into the future. Such change in conditions after the date of the filing 
might indicate a sharply downward trend in construction costs or in 
fire hazard. Surely, the statute does not contemplate that the Com- 
missioner should shut his eyes to such a change in conditions after 
the date of the filing. It is equally clear that the Bureau may offer 
evidence of more recent experience which corroborates its allegations 
in the filing. The situation is somewhat analogous to testimony by 
a doctor as to the condition of a personal injury plaintiff observed 
in an examination conducted after the complaint was filed. 


(27] It is, of course, within the sound diserction of the Com- 
missioner to require complex statistical exhibits to be made avail- 
able to the adverse party prior to the hearing, to restrict or deny 
the use of newly developed statistical data sprung suddenly at the 
hearings by either party to the surprise of the other, and to grant 
such recess of the hearing as he may deem necessary to permit rea- 
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sonable opportunity to study such data and to prepare evidence to 
refute it. That is not the situation presented in this record. Here, 
the Commissioner simply ruled, as a matter of law, that all evi- 
dence, however relevant, would be cut off as of the date of the filing. 
In this he did not follow the mandate of the statute. 


Matters To Be Determined Upon The Remand To The Commissioner 


We affirm the judgment of the Court of Appeals remanding the 
cause for further proceedings before the Commissioner. Those pro- 
ceedings are to be conducted in accordance with this opinion. Their 
purpose will be to fix premium rates in accordance with the statu- 
tory plan. Since such further proceedings are to be had, we deem it 
advisable to discuss briefly questions which will necessarily arise 
therein. 


When In Re Rating Bureau, supra, was decided by this Court, it 
was noted, “The question as to whether a 50 per cent loss ratio is a 
proper division of a premium dollar is not before us for decision.” 
Neither is that question before us upon this appeal, for this record 
does not indicate that it has been determined by the Commissioner. 
It will be before him, however, upon the remand hearing and must 
be determined by him. 


[28] GS. 58-131.2 imposes upon the Commissioner the duty of 
fixing such rates as will produce “a fair and reasonable profit” and 
no more. In the statutory plan for the regulation of insurance prem- 
ium rates, there is nothing comparable to the procedure prescribed 
by G.S. 62-133 for the fixing of rates by public utility companies 
for their services. The statutes conferring authority upon the Com- 
missioner of Insurance, and directing his use of it, do not use the 
term “fair return on fair value” of the property devoted to the in- 
surance business in North Carolina. Here, the direction is to pre- 
scribe rates which will yield a “reasonable profit.” See, Insurance 
Department v. City of Philadelphia, supra. 


[29-31] There are, however, certain underlying principles com- 
mon to both price fixing processes. Neither a “fair return on fair 
value” nor a “reasonable profit”? can be determined until there is 
first a determination of reasonable expenses attributable to the busi- 
ness operated in this State. See, National Bureau of Casualty Under- 
writers v. Superintendent of Insurance, supra. This figure may or 
may not coincide precisely with the actual expenses paid. Obviously, 
the operating companies must be given substantial freedom of man- 
agement, including the incurring of operating expenses such as sal- 
aries, but, like public utility companies, their determination of the 
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propriety of expenditures for operating costs is not binding upon 
the Commissioner in a rate making procedure. This is true both of 
Loss Adjustment Expense and of other operating expenses. The de- 
termination of a fair and reasonable allowance for Loss Adjustment 
Expense and for other operating expenses, like the determination of 
a fair and reasonable allowance for losses, involves a projection of 
past experience into the immediate future. 


[32] This determination having been made, it remains to be de- 
termined whether the difference between gross revenues to be derived 
from existing premium rates, Earned Premiums, less the combination 
of losses and expenses is a “fair and reasonable profit.” This is not 
a question of law, nor is it a question upon which the determina- 
tion of the Bureau is conclusive. It is a question of fact to be de- 
termined by the Commissioner upon evidence. As to this, as well as 
to the other factors in the equation, the burden of proof is upon the 
Bureau to show that the existing premium rates are not sufficient. 


[33] There is nothing sacrosanct about 6% in this connection. 
Whether six cents out of each dollar of gross revenue, ie., Earned 
Premiums, is a fair and reasonable profit, an excessive profit or an 
insufficient profit must be determined by the Commissioner from 
evidence and this, too, involves a projection into the future of past 
experience and present conditions. It involves consideration of profits 
accepted by the investment market as reasonable in business ven- 
tures of comparable risk. 


[34] Like construction costs and consumer prices, a “fair and 
reasonable profit” varies from time to time. There is nothing in this 
record to show that the Commissioner has ever determined what 
percentage of Earned Premiums constitutes a fair and reasonable 
profit for a fire insurance company. If upon the remand hearing of 
the present matter such finding in a former case be shown, it would 
not be res judicata and would not replace a finding of fact upon the 
question in the current investigation. 


[35] The ultimate question to be determined by the Commis- 
sioner is whether an increase in premium rates is necessary in order 
to yield a “fair and reasonable profit” in the immediate future (i.e., 
treating the Bureau as if it were an operating company whose ex- 
perience in the past is the composite of the experiences of all of the 
operating companies), and, if so, how much increase is required for 
that purpose. This cannot be determined without specific findings of 
fact, upon substantial evidence, as to (1) the reasonably anticipated 
loss experience during the life of the policies to be issued in the near 
future, (2) the reasonably anticipated operating expenses in the same 


40 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


IN RE FILING BY FIRE INs. Rating BUREAU 





period, and (3) the percent of Earned Premiums which will consti- 
tute a “fair and reasonable profit” in that period. See, National Bu- 
reau of Casualty Underwriters v. Superintendent of Insurance, 
supra. 


[36] Although neither of the orders of the Commissioner so states, 
the Attorney General, in his brief filed on behalf of the Commis- 
sioner in this Court, appears to take the position that the Commis- 
sioner must approve or disapprove a filing by the Bureau in its en- 
tirety. We find nothing in the statutory plan for fixing premium 
rates which leads to this conclusion. See, National Bureau of Cas- 
ualty Underwriters v. Superintendent of Insurance, supra. Unques- 
tionably, the Bureau may amend its filing so as to propose a smaller 
increase in premium rates than that proposed in the original filing, 
but, in the absence of such amendment, the Commissioner, upon 
proper findings of fact supported by substantial evidence, may fix 
premium rates at a level such as to allow part but not all of the 
increase proposed by the Bureau, just as the Utilities Commission 
may do in the case of rate proposals filed with it. See, Utilities Com- 
mission v. Telephone Co., 263 N.C. 702, 140 S.E. 2d 319, in which 
Denny, C.J., speaking for the Court, said: “{T]here is nothing in 
the statutes that requires the Commission to accept the rate or rates 
proposed, or to reject them altogether.” Judicial review of such an 
order may be had in accordance with the statute “by any person 
aggrieved.” G.S. 58-9.3. 


The orders of the Commissioner of Insurance are hereby vacated. 
This matter is remanded to the Court of Appeals for the entry by 
it of an appropriate judgment for a further remand to the Superior 
Court of Wake County and thence to the Commissioner of Insur- 
ance for further proceedings in accordance with this opinion. 


Modified and affirmed. 
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Dyer v. CiTy or LEAKSVILLE 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA sy LEAVE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, EX 
REL, JOHN DYER, W. L. EDWARDS anpd ELIZABETH §S. CHILDERS 
v. THE CITY OF LEAKSVILLE, A MuwnictpaL CoRPORATION; THE TOWN 
OF SPRAY, A MUNICIPAL CoRPORATION; THE TOWN OF DRAPER, A 
MuNIcIPAL CORPORATION: MEADOW GREENS SANITARY DISTRICT, 
AN INCORPORATED SANITARY Districr; JOHN SMITH, SR., as Mayor or 
THE Ciry or LEAKSVILLE; AND JOHN SMITH, SR., InpdIvIUALLY; GRIEF 
JONES, As Mayor oF SpRAY; AND GRIEF JONES, INDIVIDUALLY; 
BROADUS BURGESS, as Mayor or DRAPER; AND BROADUS BURGESS, 
INDIVIDUALLY ; BILLY ARMFIELD as ComMMIssIONER; AND BILLY ARM- 
FIELD, IxnpivipuaLty; W. D. LASHLEY, JR. AS COMMISSIONER; AND W. 
D. LASHLEY, JR., INpivipuanty; JONES NORMAN As COMMISSIONER; 
AND JONES NORMAN, Inpbivipuatty; D. BLAIR BURKE as ComMIs- 
SIONER; AND TD. BLAIR BURKE, InprvipuALty; MRS. ODESSA JOHN- 
SON AS COMMISSIONER; AND MRS. ODESSA JOHNSON, INDIVIDUALLY ; 
AND JIM ROBERTSON aS COMMISSIONER; AND JIM ROBERTSON, In- 
DIVIDUALLY; DAVID COOK as COMMISSIONER: AND DAVID COOK, IN- 
DIVIDUALLY: MRS. ODESSA THOMPSON as COMMISSIONER; AND MRS. 
ODESSA THOMPSON, INpdiviuaALtty: GLENN CARTER as CoMMIS- 
SIONER; AND GLENN CARTER. INDiviIpDUALLY; J. MOIR DEHART as Com- 
MISSIONER; AND J. MOIR DeHART, Inpivipvatty; DANIEL SQUIRES 
AS COMMISSIONER; AND DANIEL SQUIRES, INpbivipuatty; HOMER 
WOODS sas COMMISSIONER: AND HOMER WOODS, InpivipvaLty; JAMES 
R. HINON, as COMMISSIONER; AND JAMES R. HINON, INDIVIDUALLY; 
GLENN BOYLES as CoMMISSIONER; AND GLENN BOYLES, INDIVIDUALLY ; 
JOHN FE. SETTLIFF as CoMMISSIONER; AND JOHN E. SETTLIFF, Iy- 
DIVIDUALLY: WILLIAM O. MOSER as CoMMISSIONER; AND WILLIAM 
O. MOSER, InNpvivinuatry: GARVIN WARREN as COMMISSIONER; AND 
GARVIN WARREN, InNpDivipuatty; ROBERT I. WILKERSON as Com- 
MISSIONER; AND ROBERT I[. WILKERSON, INpbivipuaLtty; HENRY 
KNOTT Aas COMMISSIONER: AND HENRY KNOTT. INbIVIpUALLY; GLENN 
SIMPSON, Fire CHIEF OF THE City oF LEAKSVILLE; AND GLENN SIMP- 
SON, INDIVIDUALLY; WOODROW VESTAL, FIRE CHIEF OF THE TOWN OF 
SPRAY; AND WOODROW VESTAL, INDivipvaLtry; LANDIS POWELL, 
FIRE CHIFF OF THE Town or DRAPER; AND LANDIS POWELL, InNprtvip- 
UALLY; M. 0. CLARK, Police CHIEF oF THE Ciry or LEAKSVILLE; AND 
M. 0. CLARK, INnprvipvaALLy; WISEMAN TERRY, Potice CHIEF oF THE 
Town OF Spray; AND WISEMAN TERRY, INpbIvipuatty; WILLIE AD- 
KINS. PoLicE CHIEF OF THE TOWN OF DRAPER: anD WILLIE ADKINS, 
INDIVIDUALLY ; AND THE PURPORTED “CITY OF EDEN” 


(Filed 21 January 1969) 


1. Statutes § 1— non-revenue statutes — proof of enactment 


With respect to the passage of non-revenue bills, ratification certifi- 
eates signed by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
are conclusive of the fact that a bill was read three times and was passed 
three times in each house of the General Assembly in compliance with 
Art. II, § 23, N. C. Constitution, and the journals of the House and Sen- 
ate are not competent evidence to contradict the certificates of the pre 
siding officers that a bill was duly read in each house three times and 
passed on each reading. 
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2. Statutes § 1— revenue statutes — proof of enactment 


With respect to the passage of revenue bills, the House and Senate 
Journals, not the certificates of ratification signed by the presiding offi- 
cers, are the exclusive sources of proof as to whether the revenue bill 
was read on three several days in each house of the General Assembly 
and passed three several readings on three different days and that the 
yeas and nays on the second and third readings were entered on the 
journals in compliance with Art. II, § 14, N. C. Constitution. 


3. Statutes § 1— proof of enactment of revenue bill 


Findings by the trial court that the revenue bill in question was read 
three several times in each house of the General Assembly and passed 
three several readings on three different days with the yeas and nays 
having been recorded on the second and third readings and entered on 
the journals are held supported by the House and Senate Journals which 
were before the court. 


4. Taxation § 2; Municipal Corporations § 39— uniformity in taxa- 
tion — double taxation by different authorities 


Where a legislative Act authorized the consolidation of four separate 
municipalities into a single new municipality, but left unaffected a sew- 
erage district which included within its limits three of the former mu- 
nicipalities but not the fourth, the constitutional requirement of uni- 
formity in taxation is not violated by the fact that property within both 
the new municipality and the sewerage district is subject to taxation by 
both authorities while property in the new municipality which is outside 
the sewerage district is subject only to city tax levies, the rule of uni- 
formity not being violated by double taxation resulting from taxes levied 
by different authorities if each authority adhers to the uninformity rule 
in its levies. Ch. 967, Session Laws of 1967; Art. V, § 3, N. C. Consti- 
tution. 


5. Taxation § 2— inequality in taxation — municipal corporations with 
overlapping boundaries 


Any remedy for inequality in tax burdens resulting from the creation 
of municipal corporations with partially overlapping boundaries must 
be supplied by the General Assembly, which created the taxing districts 
and fixed their boundaries, and not by the courts. 


6. Municipal Corporations § 1— creation of municipalities 


The Legislature, not the courts, has the sole power to create municipal 
corporations. 


APPEAL by plaintiffs from Copeland, J., April 8, 1968 Session, 
ROCKINGHAM Superior Court. 


The plaintiffs, residents and taxpayers who, on and prior to 
September 12, 1967, had resided within the limits of Leaksville, 
Draper or Spray, instituted this civil action against the named de- 
fendants for the purpose of challenging the validity of Chapter 967, 
Session Laws of 1967, which purported to authorize the consolida- 
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tion of the named municipalities, together with Meadow Greens 
Sanitary District, into a single municipality. The specific bound- 
aries of the new city were set out in the consolidation act. The con- 
solidation was conditioned on voter approval. 


The election was held as provided. A majority of the votes in all 
units was cast for consolidation. “Eden” was selected as the name 
of the consolidated municipality. 


The Act provided that if the voters approved the consolidation 
the four municipalities were abolished, all their properties, rights, 
duties and obligations were transferred to and assumed by the new 
city. All ordinances, franchises, etc. in effect before the consolidation 
were to be observed. All officers and employees were to continue un- 
til their successors were chosen. 


Long before Chapter 967 was enacted, the Eden Metropolitan 
Sewerage District was in operation as a municipality. It was not 
abolished. The plaintiffs’ amended complaint alleged, and the answer 
admitted, the following: 


“70. Eden Metropolitan Sewerage District 1s a municipal cor- 
poration incorporated pursuant to N.C. G.S. 153-297, The sew- 
erage District had, and has, as one of its functions, the dis- 
posal of sewage for the area comprising Leaksville, Draper and 
Spray, but neither had nor has any function insofar as the area 
comprising the Meadow Greens Sanitary District is concerned. 
The Sewerage District has a large outstanding bonded indebted- 
ness of at least $2,000,000.00 secured by the power of the Board 
of the Sewerage District to levy taxes within only the areas 
which comprised Leaksville, Draper and Spray and, with the 
tax revenues therefrom derived, to pay the indebtedness.” 


As a result of the consolidation, the taxpayers of the Metropolitan 
Sewerage District (Leaksville, Draper and Spray) were taxed for 
city purposes and also for the payment of Metropolitan’s outstand- 
ing obligation. All other taxpayers of the City of Eden were exempt 
from liability for Metropolitan’s indebtedness. 


The plaintiffs attacked the constitutionality of Chapter 967, Ses- 
sion Laws of 1967, upon the grounds: (1) That House Bill No. 
1139 was not passed on three several readings in each House of the 
General Assembly and was not agreed to by each House respec- 
tively, as required by the State Constitution; and (2) The failure 
to abolish the Eden Metropolitan Sewerage District and transfer 
its obligations to Eden had the effect of relieving property in Mea- 
dow Greens and in the area outside the former limits of Leaksville, 
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Draper and Spray from tax liability for the Metropolitan Sewerage 
District debts. Section 8 of Chapter 967 contains this provision: 


“Nothing in this Act shall be deemed or construed to affect in 
any manner the Eden Metropolitan Sewerage District of Rock- 
ingham County, North Carolina, or to affect in any manner any 
rights or obligations, including outstanding indebtedness, of the 
Eden Metropolitan Sewerage District of Rockingham County, 
North Carolina.” 


The plaintiffs allege the lack of tax uniformity in the City of 
Eden, resulting in failure to abolish Metropolitan, and to require 
Eden to assume its debts, violate Article V, Section 3, Article II, 
Section 14, of the North Carolina Constitution, and the Fourteenth 
Amendment to the United States Constitution. 


The plaintiffs prayed for relief: (1) That Chapter 967, Session 
Laws of 1967, be declared void; (2) That the municipalities of Leaks- 
ville, Draper, Spray and Meadow Greens Sanitary District be re- 
stored to their former status; (8) That their former officials be re- 
quired to resume their former duties and to render a proper ac- 
counting to their former municipalities; and (4) That the defend- 
ants be restrained from expending any tax funds and from perform- 
ing any duties or functions in the name of the City of Eden. 


The parties waived a jury trial and agreed that Judge Cope- 
land should hear the evidence, find the facts, state his conclusions 
of law and render judgment. After hearing and review of the House 
and Senate Journals, the certificates of presiding officers of both the 
House and Senate, Judge Copeland made these findings: 


“1, That this action was instituted by the plaintiffs to chal- 
lenge the validity and to prevent the enforcement of House 
Bill No. 1189, as enacted as Chapter 967 of the 1967 Session 
Laws of the General Assembly of North Carolina, entitled ‘An 
Act to Authorize an Election on the Question of Consolidation 
of the Town of Draper, the City of Leaksville, the Town of 
Spray, and the Meadow Greens Sanitary District as a Single 
Municipality.’ 

2. That on September 12, 1967, the Town of Draper, the City 
of Leaksville, and the Town of Spray were duly incorporated 
municipalities under the laws of North Carolina and had been 
for many years, and that Meadow Greens Sanitary District was 
a duly incorporated sanitary district. 


* * * 
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That on said date the Town of Draper, the City of Leaksville, 
and the Town of Spray did not own a sewage treatment plant; 
and that untreated sewage from said municipalities was emptied 
into the Dan River and another river. 


4, That on September 12, 1967, an election was duly held in 
said municipalities and in the adjoining central area pursuant 
to Chapter 967 of the 1967 Session Laws of the State of North 
Carolina, with notice of such election having been duly pub- 
lished in accordance with the provisions of said Act, for the 
purpose of determining whether said areas should have a single 
consolidated municipal government; 


5. That Chapter 967 of the 1967 Session Laws of the General 
Assembly of North Carolina was duly and lawfully enacted 
into law by the North Carolina General Assembly, same hav- 
ing been read three several times in each House of the General 
Assembly and passed on three several readings, which readings 
were on three different days, with the yeas and nays on the 
second and third readings having been entered on the journal. 


6. That Eden Metropolitan Sewerage District is a municipal 
corporation incorporated pursuant to North Carolina N.C. GS. 
153-297, and same is a separate legal entity and it was not in- 
cluded within the area to be consolidated into a single munici- 
pality as provided by Chapter 967 of the 1967 Session Laws of 
the General Assembly of North Carolina. 

7. That in the incorporation of the City of Eden, all the re- 
quirements of the North Carolina and United States Constitu- 
tions and of all applicable State and Federal laws have been 
duly and fully complied with in all respects.” 


The court concluded as a matter of law, and adjudged: 


“1. That House Bill No, 1189, enacted as Chapter 967 of the 
1967 Session Laws of the General Assembly of North Carolina 
was duly adopted in accordance with the provisions of the 
North Carolina and United States Constitutions, and in ac- 
cordance with all applicable State and Federal laws. 


2. That, under the facts as found and under the allegations as 
contained in the pleadings filed in the cause, the City of Eden, 
North Carolina, has been duly incorporated and now exists as 
a municipal corporation of the State of North Carolina in com- 
pliance with al] lawful requirements. 


3. That the plaintiffs are not entitled to any of the relief 
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prayed for in the Complaint or Amended Complaint filed herein, 
and the same is hereby denied, and this action is hereby dis- 
missed. 


4. That the City of Eden is lawfully constituted in all re- 
spects and is a duly existing municipality under the laws of the 
State of North Carolina, and is entitled to the relief prayed for 
in the Answer to the Amended Complaint filed herein, and the 
costs of this action are taxed against the plaintiffs.” 


From the judgment, the plaintiffs gave notice of appeal to the 
North Carolina Court of Appeals. Upon proper application and be- 
cause of the significant public interest in the legal questions in- 
volved in the appeal and the likelihood that delay in their final ad- 
judication might jeopardize the rights of both the parties and the 
public, we granted certiorari without prior review by the North Car- 
olina Court of Appeals. 


T. W. Bruton, Attorney General, Harry W. McGalliard, Deputy 
Attorney General for the State. 


W. Harold Edwards, Jordan, Wright, Nichols, Caffrey & Hill, 
and Edward L. Murrelle by Welch Jordan and Edward L. Murrelle, 
for plaintiff appellants. 


Floyd Osborne; H. L. Fagg; Earl Vaughn; Womble, Carlyle, Sand- 
ridge & Rice by E. Lawrence Davis, III and Irving E. Carlyle, for de- 
fendant appellees. 


Hiceins, J. 


The plaintiffs’ appeal presents the question whether House Bill 
No. 1189 (Chapter 967, Session Laws of 1967) was passed by the 
General Assembly in the manner required by Article II, Section 14, 
North Carolina Constitution. If the question be answered in the af- 
firmative, the plaintiffs contend the Act should be declared uncon- 
stitutional upon the ground it violates Article V, Section 3, North 
Carolina Constitution by permitting levies in violation of the uni- 
form tax rule. 


[1] With respect to the first question, Article II, Section 23 of the 
North Carolina Constitution provides: “. . . All bills and resolu- 
tions of a legislative nature shall be read three times in each house 
before they pass into laws, and shall be signed by the presiding offi- 
cers of both houses.” This Court has held that the ratification cer- 
tificates signed by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House are conclusive of the fact that the bill was read three 
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times and was passed three times in each house of the General As- 
sembly. Carr v. Coke, 116 N.C. 223, 22 S.E. 16; Commissioners v. 
Snugg, 121 N.C. 394, 28 S.E. 539; Black v. Commissioners, 129 N.C. 
121, 39 S.E. 818; Commissioners v. DeRosset, 129 N.C. 275, 40 S.E. 
43; Wilson v. Markley, 133 N.C. 616, 45 S.E. 1023; Frazier v. Com- 
missioners, 194 N.C. 49, 1388 S.E. 433. The certificates of the presid- 
ing officers are conclusive that the requirements of Section 23 were 
observed in the passage of the bill. The journals of the House and 
Senate are not competent evidence to contradict the certificates of 
the presiding officers that a bill was duly read in each house three 
times and passed on each reading. Broadnaz v. Groom, 64 N.C. 244, 
Such is the rule with respect to passage of non-revenue bills. 


[2] However, Section 14 of the same article provides: 


“'. . No law shall be passed to raise money on the credit 
of the State, or to pledge the faith of the State, directly or in- 
directly, for the payment of any debt, or to impose any tax 
upon the people of the State, or to allow the counties, cities or 
towns to do so, unless the bill for the purpose shall have been 
read three several times in each House of the General Assembly 
and passed three several readings, which readings shall have 
been on three different days, and agreed to by each house re- 
spectively, and unless the yeas and nays on the second and 
third readings of the bill shall have been entered on the journal.” 


With respect to the requirements in the above quoted revenue 
section, the House and Senate Journals, and not the certificates of 
ratification signed by the presiding officers, are the sourees of proof 
as to whether the bill was read on three several days in each house 
of the General Assembly and passed three several readings on three 
different days and that the yeas and nays on the second and third 
readings were entered on the journals. 


The additional steps necessary to show the passage of revenue 
acts are not within the conclusive presumption arising from the cer- 
tificates of the presiding officers. The journals are made the exclusive 
sources of such proof. A full discussion, and citations of authority, 
appear in Justice Connor’s opinion in Frazier v. Commissioners, 
supra. 

“The Constitution requires that it should appear, not from 
the entries on the original bill, but from the Journal, that the 
bill was properly read and the necessary entry of yeas and nays 
was made. If the Journal should show that bill was properly 
passed, no evidence will be received to contradict what is 
therein recorded.” Frazier v. Commissioners, supra. 
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[3] Judge Copeland found that House Bill No. 1139, now Chap- 
ter 967, Session Laws of 1967, was read three several times in each 
house of the General Assembly and passed on three several read- 
ings, which readings were on three different days with the yeas and 
nays having been recorded on the second and third readings, and 
entered on the journals. This finding, in all respects, was supported 
by the House and Senate Journals. The House Journal shows that 
House Bill No. 11389 was introduced in the House of Representatives 
on May 25, 1967 and referred to the Committee on Courts and Ju- 
dicial Districts. The bill was amended by committee and reported 
to the House with a favorable report on June 12, 1967. The House 
considered and approved the amendment. On June 14, 1967, by a 
recorded roll call vote, 118 named Representatives having voted for 
passage and none against, the bill passed its second reading and re- 
mained on the calendar. On June 15, 1967, by a recorded roll call 
vote, 115 named Representatives having voted for passage and none 
against, the bill passed its third reading and was ordered engrossed 
and sent to the Senate. 


The Senate Journal shows that on June 16, 1967 House Bill No. 
1139 was received in the Senate as a message from the House, and 
was referred to the Committee on Calendar. On June 22, 1967, by a 
recorded roll call vote, 46 Senators having voted for passage and 
none against, House Bill No. 1139 passed its second reading and 
remained on the calendar. On June 23, 1967, by a recorded roll call 
vote, 44 Senators having voted for passage and none against, House 
Bill No. 1189 passed its third reading and was ordered enrolled. 


The records before Judge Copeland furnished authentic proof 
supporting the finding and conclusion that House Bill No. 1139 was 
duly passed and is valid and binding. 


[4] Although Chapter 967, Session Laws of 1967 (with voter ap- 
proval) abolished the municipalities of Leaksville, Draper, Spray 
and Meadow Greens Sanitary District; however, the Act did not 
abolish the Eden Metropolitan Sewerage District, which included, 
within its limits, all of Leaksville, Draper and Spray, but did not 
include Meadow Greens Sanitary District. Property within Metro- 
politan continued subject to tax for all of Metropolitan’s liabilities, 
including its large bonded debt. Property within the new municipal- 
ity, but not within Metropolitan, is not subject to levy for Metro- 
politan’s obligations. By specific provision of Section 8 of Chapter 
967, the consolidation left the Eden Metropolitan Sewerage District 
unaffected. Its functions, obligations and taxing authority are left 
intact. 
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The plaintiffs contend the rule of uniformity is broken in that 
property both within the new municipality and within the Metro- 
politan Sewerage District is subject to both tax levies, whereas the 
property in the city, but outside Metropolitan, is subject only. to the 
city tax levies. Unquestionably the Constitution requires that the 
rule of uniformity be observed. It 1s observed if the rate is uniform 
throughout each taxing authority’s jurisdiction. When property is 
within more than one taxing authority, each has the right to make 
its own levy. The constitutional requirement is that taxing powers 
shall be exercised “by uniform rule’. The rule of uniformity is not 
violated by double taxation resulting from taxes levied by different 
authorities if each authority adheres to the uniformity rule in its 
levies. Anderson v. Asheville, 194 N.C. 117, 188 S.E. 715; Kenilworth 
v. Hyder, 197 N.C. 85, 147 S.E. 7386; Sabine v. Gall, 229 N.C. 599, 
51 S.E. 2d 1; Jamison v. Charlotte, 239 N.C. 682, 80 S.E. 2d 904; 
Myles Salt Co. v. Board of Commissioners, 239 U.S. 478, 36 S.C. 204, 
60 L. Ed. 392, McQuillan on Municipal Corporations, 2d Ed., Sec. 
2565. 


‘Sometimes it is deemed wise to create a tax district for 
special purposes, generally for public improvements, such as for 
highway taxes, bridge taxes, drainage taxes, or the like, and to 
fix the boundaries of such district as including two or more 
counties or towns or even making the district wholly inde- 
pendent of such political boundaries. . . . ‘Taxing districts 
may be as numerous as the purposes for which taxes are levied. 
Equality and uniformity of taxation does not preclude the power 
of the state to create separate taxing districts, provided the taxes 
are equal and uniform within each taxing district.’ Kenilworth 
v. Hyder, supra. 


[5] The plaintiffs allege the failure to abolish Metropolitan and 
transfer its duties and obligations (including its heavy bonded debt) 
to the new municipality resulted in an unequal tax burden on the 
property within the Metropolitan taxing area. True, this burden is 
not shared by property which is within the city but is outside Met- 
ropolitan. Inequality in tax burdens follows the creation of municipal 
corporations with partially overlapping boundaries. The remedy, if 
one is due, must be supphed by the agency which created the taxing 
districts and fixed their boundaries. The General Assembly and not 
the court, has the requisite power. 


[6] The Legislature has the sole power to create municipal cor- 
porations. The courts do not have that power. 
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“Municipal corporations are political subdivisions of the 
state, created as convenient agencies for exercising such of the 
governmental powers of the state as may be entrusted to them. 

. . The number, nature, and duration of the powers con- 
ferred upon these corporations and the territory over which they 
shall be exercised rests in the absolute discretion of the state. 

The state, therefore, at its pleasure, may modify or with- 
draw all such powers, . . . expand or contract the territorial 
area, unite the whole or a part of it with another municipality, 
repeal the charter and destroy the corporation. . . . In all 
these respects the state is supreme, and its legislative body, con- 
forming its action to the state constitution, may do as it will, 
unrestrained by any provision of the Constitution of the United 
States. . . .” Hunter v. Pittsburgh, 207. U.S. 161, 52 L. Ed. 
151. 


The questions whether the Eden Metropolitan Sewerage District 


of Rockingham County should have been, or should be, abolished, 
and its duties and obligations assumed by the city or left un- 
disturbed (as provided in the Act) were within legislative, not ju- 
dicial, competence. Appeal for relief, if warranted, should be to the 
General Assembly. 


We have carefully considered the plaintiffs’ excellent brief and 


examined the cases therein cited. However, the record fully sup- 
ports the findings, conclusions, and judgment of the Superior Court. 
The judgment is 


Affirmed. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA vy. THOMAS BERNARD MORRIS 
No, 414 


(Filed 21 January 1969) 


1. Automobiles § 130— driving while under influence — punishment 


The offense of operating an automobile upon the public streets while 
under the influence of intoxicating liquor is a general misdemeanor for 
which an offender, for the first offense, may be imprisoned for two years 
in the discretion of the court. G.S. 20-138, G.S. 20-179. 


2. Constitutional Law § 32— right to counsel 


A defendant has a constitutional right in all criminal cases to be rep- 
resented by counsel selected and employed by him. 
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8. Constitutional Law § 32— right to counsel 
Where a defendant is aware of his constitutional right to counsel, 
failure of officers to so advise him is harmless, 


4. Constitutional Law § 82—- right to counsel in felony case — duty 
of trial judge ; 

With respect to every defendant charged with a felony and not repre- 
sented by counsel, the judge of the superior court is required to (1) ad- 
vise defendant that he is entitled to counsel, (2) ascertain if defendant is 
indigent and unable to employ counsel, and (3) appoint counsel for each 
defendant found to be indigent unless the right to counsel is intelligently 
and understandingly waived. G.S. 15-4.1. 


5. Constitutional Law § 382— _ right to counsel where defendant charged 
with misdemeanor amounting to a serious offense 
By virtue of the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution 
of the United States, a defendant who is charged with a misdemeanor 
amounting to a serious offense has a constitutional right to the assistance 
of counsel during his trial; G.S. 15-4.1, insofar as it purports to leave to 
the discretion of the trial judge the appointment of counsel for indigent 
defendants charged with misdemeanors amounting to a serious offense, 
is unconstitutional. State v. Hayes, 261 N.C. 648, and State v. Sherron, 
268 N.C. 694, are no longer authoritative. 


6. Constitutional Law § 82; Criminal Law § 4— “serious offense”’ 
defined 
A serious offense is one for which the authorized punishment exceeds 
six months’ imprisonment and a $500 fine. 


%. Constitutional Law § 87— waiver of counsel 
Waiver of counsel may not be presumed from a silent record. 


8. Constitutional Law § 382— _ right to counsel in prosecution for mis- 
demeanor amounting to serious offense — duty of trial judge 
Where defendant is charged with a misdemeanor amounting to a serious 
offense and is not represented by privately employed counsel, the presid- 
ing judge must (1) settle the question of defendant’s indigency and (2) 
if defendant is indigent, appoint counsel to represent him unless counsel 
is knowingly and understandingly waived; these findings and determina- 
tions should appear of record. 


9. Constitutional Law § 30; Criminal Law § 99— duty of trial judge 
to aid defendant on defense 
A trial judge is not required by either the Federal or State Constitu- 
tions to aid a defendant on trial befcre him in the presentation of his 
defense. 


10. Searches and Seizures § t— applicability of immunity 
The question of constitutional immunity to illegal searches and seizures 
does not arise where police officers were invited into defendant’s home 
by defendant and his wife and no search was conducted. 
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11. Criminal Law § 75— evidence of defendant’s statements and intox- 
ication — absence of warning of rights 
Where conversation between defendant and police officers took place in 
defendant’s home and defendant was not in custody, the officers’ testi- 
mony as to defendant’s intoxicated condition and as to the statements 
made by defendant are admissible in evidence notwithstanding defendant 
was not advised as to his Fifth Amendment rights. 


12. Criminal Law § 138— trial in superior court by appeal from in- 
ferior court — imposition of greater sentence 


Dpon appeal from an inferior court for a trial de novo in the superior 
court, the superior court may impose punishment in excess of that im- 
posed in the inferior court provided the punishment imposed does not ex- 
eeed the statutory maximum. 


AprpEAL by defendant from decision of the Court of Appeals up- 
holding judgment of McLaughlin, J., at the January 1968 Mixed Ses- 
sion, Davinson County Superior Court. 


On 16 October 1967 defendant was tried in the Recorder’s Court 
of Thomasville upon five warrants charging him with the following 
offenses: (1) operating a motor vehicle on a public street in Thom- 
asville while under the influence of intoxicants, (2) disorderly con- 
duct and creating a disturbance by cursing and using profanity and 
indecent language in a loud and boisterous manner in the presence 
of divers people while on a public street in the City of Thomasville, 
(3) hit and run doing property damage of $100 or more, (4) public 
drunkenness, and (5) resisting arrest and assaulting an officer. At- 
torney Charles F. Lambeth, Jr., privately employed, represented 
him. The judge of the Recorder’s Court dismissed the charge of hit 
and run but found defendant guilty on the other four charges. Judg- 
ments were pronounced as follows: On the charge of operating a mo- 
tor vehicle on the public streets of Thomasville while under the in- 
fluence of intoxicants, twelve months in prison suspended for two 
years on condition defendant (a) be of good “character” and vio- 
late no laws, (b) spend three nights in the city jail from 6 p.m. to 
6 a.m., (c) not drive a motor vehicle for twelve months, and (d) pay 
a fine of $100 and costs. In the other three cases prayer for judgment 
was continued on condition defendant comply with the judgment 
above set out and pay the costs in the case in which defendant was 
found guilty of resisting arrest and assaulting an officer. 


Defendant gave notice of appeal to the Superior Court of Da- 
vidson County in all four cases. 
In the Superior Court the State took a nol pros on the charges 


of disorderly conduct, resisting arrest and assaulting an officer, and 
public drunkenness. Defendant was placed upon trial on the charge 
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of operating a motor vehicle upon a public street while under the 
influence of intoxicants. Defendant, appearing without counsel, en- 
tered a plea of not guilty. A jury of twelve was duly empaneled, and 
evidence was offered by both the State and defendant as hereinafter 
set out. 


The State’s evidence tends to show that on 24 September 1967 
George Burton, a police officer of the City of Thomasville who was 
off duty at the time, saw defendant leave a nearby house, stagger 
down the steps, and enter a white 1959 Chevrolet parked on the left 
side of the street. An elderly man, who was later a witness for the 
defendant, came out of the same house and got in the car as a pas- 
senger, Defendant started the car, attempted to go forward and killed 
the motor. He cranked up again and struck some mailboxes on the 
left curb as he drove away. He was “kind of weaving” and driving 
on the left side of the street. 


Officer Burton directed his wife to call the police and then fol- 
lowed defendant in his own personal car. He momentarily lost sight 
of defendant in the traffic but shortly came upon the white 1959 
Chevrolet, bearing the license number he had previously noted, 
parked in a driveway beside a house. He stopped and was joined by 
Officers Smith and Batten who arrived in a patrol car. Defendant’s 
wife answered their knock on the door and invited the three officers 
into the house. 


Inside the house Officer Burton told defendant the people were 
angry because their mailboxes had been knocked down and requested 
defendant to clo something about them. Defendant was highly intox- 
icated, became very belligerent, cursed the officers and called Offi- 
cer Batten a “white s.o.b.”. and told them to leave his house. He 
continued cursing them as they left and followed them into the street 
where Officer Smith placed him under arrest. He was charged in five 
separate warrants as above detailed. 


Defendant, as a witness in his own behalf, testified he was driv- 
ing his motor vehicle on the day in question and struck the mail- 
boxes referred to by the officers but denied he was under the in- 
fluence of intoxicants. Defendant’s wife testified that he had been 
home about 45 minutes when the officers arrived; that when they 
knocked defendant invited them in; that defendant was practically 
asleep but not drunk. W. C. Henderson testified that he and defend- 
ant were together on September 24 and defendant did not appear to 
be under the influence or drinking. He said defendant took him home 
that day but didn’t have any liquor. He admitted that he and de- 
fendant were “old drinking buddies.” Defendant called Officer Smith 
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as a defense witness. This officer’s testimony corroborated that of 
the two officers who testified for the prosecution. He stated that he 
and Officer Batten arrived at defendant’s home within 10 minutes 
after receiving the call; that defendant was under the influence of 
intoxicants when they arrived and was still drunk several hours 
later in the jail when defendant’s wife came to bail him out, and 
that defendant was kept in jail overnight. 


The jury convicted defendant of driving a motor vehicle on a 
public street while under the influence of intoxicants, and the judge 
imposed an active prison sentence of 18 months. Defendant ap- 
pealed to the Court of Appeals and was represented before that tri- 
bunal by privately employed counsel. That Court upheld his con- 
viction and sentence, 2 N.C. App. 262, 163 S.E. 2d 108, and defend- 
ant in apt time appealed to the Supreme Court asserting violations 
of his constitutional rights in four particulars as follows: 


1. Under the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Federal 
Constitution and under Article I, Secs. 11 and 17, of the State Con- 
stitution his rights were violated in that the trial court failed to ad- 
vise defendant (a) of his right to retain counsel, (b) of his right to 
have counsel appointed for him if he could not afford counsel, and 
(c) of the possible adverse consequences of standing trial without 
counsel. 


2. Under the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Federal 
Constitution and Article I, Sec. 17, of the State Constitution his 
rights were violated in that the trial court failed to adequately aid 
defendant in the presentation of his defense without counsel. 


3. Under the Fourth, Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 
Federal Constitution and Article I, Secs. 11, 15 and 17 of the State 
Constitution his rights were violated in that the trial court admitted 
(a) statements made by the defendant to police officers when said 
oficers had not advised defendant of his Fifth Amendment rights 
and (b) the testimony of police officers based on information ob- 
tained by illegal search and seizure. 


4, Under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Federal 
Constitution and Article I, Sec. 17, of the State Constitution his 
rights were violated in that defendant received a greater sentence 
in the superior court than he received in the Recorder’s Court of 
Thomasville. 


Defendant is represented before this Court by privately employed 
attorneys. 
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Chambers, Stein, Ferguson & Lanning, Attorneys for defendant 
appellant. 


Thomas Wade Bruton, Attorney General; Wiliam W. Melvin, 
Assistant Attorney General, and T. Buie Costen, Staff Attorney, for 
the State. 


Huskins, J. 


G.S. 20-138 provides in pertinent part that “[i]t shall be unlaw- 
ful and punishable, as provided in § 20-179, for any person .. . 
who is under the influence of intoxicating liquor . . . to drive any 
vehicle upon the highways within this State.” 


G.S. 20-179 provides inter alia that “[e]very person who is con- 
victed of violating § 20-138, relating to . . . driving while under 
the influence of intoxicating liquor . . . shall, for the first offense, 
be punished by a fine of not less than one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
or imprisonment for not less than thirty (30) days, or by both such 
fine and imprisonment, in the discretion of the court.” 


[1] In State v. Lee, 247 N.C. 230, 100 S.E. 2d 372 (1957), where 
defendant had been convicted of driving an automobile upon a public 
highway of the State while under the influence of intoxicants and 
given an active sentence of not less than eighteen nor more than 
twenty-four months, it was held: “G.S. 20-179 fixes no maximum 
period of imprisonment as punishment for the first offense of a vio- 
lation of G.S. 20-1388, and it is well settled law in this jurisdiction 
that when no maximum time is fixed by the statute an imprisonment 
for two years will not be held cruel or unusual punishment, as pro- 
hibited by Art. I, Sec. 14, of the State Constitution. (Citations 
omitted.) The Judgment entered in this case was within the limits 
authorized by G.S. 20-179.” Thus the offense condemned by G:S. 
20-138 is a general misdemeanor for which an offender, for the first 
offense, may be imprisoned for two years in the discretion of the 
court. 


As his first assignment of error, defendant asserts that under the 
Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Federal Constitution and 
under Article I, Secs. 11 and 17, of the State Constitution his rights 
were violated in that the trial court failed to advise him (a) of his 
right to retain counsel, (b) of his right to have counsel appointed 
for him if he could not afford counsel, and (c) of the possible ad- 
verse consequences of standing trial without counsel. 


[2,3] <A defendant has a constitutional right in all criminal cases 
to be represented by counsel selected and employed by him. State 
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v. Sykes, 79 N.C. 618 (1878); State v. Hardy, 189 N.C. 799, 128 
S.E. 152 (1925); State v. Gibson, 229 N.C. 497, 50 S.E. 2d 520 
(1948) ; State v. Hayes, 261 N.C. 648, 185 S.E. 2d 653 (1964). Where 
he is aware of such right, as here, failure of the officers to so advise 
him is harmless. The right to assigned counsel in case of indigency, 
however, is another question. If an indigent defendant is charged 
with a general misdemeanor the punishment for which may be two 
years in prison, what are his constitutional rights with respect to 
counsel? 


Betts v. Brady, 316 U.S. 455, 86 L. Ed. 1595, 62 8. Ct. 1252 
(1942), held that failure or refusal to appoint counsel for an in- 
digent defendant charged with a felony in a State court did not 
necessarily violate the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment because the Sixth Amendment provision that “[i]n all criminal 
prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right .. . to have the 
assistance of counsel for his defense’ applied only to the federal 
courts and meant that counsel must be provided in federal courts 
for indigent defendants unless the mght was intelligently waived. 
Appointment of counsel for an indigent defendant in a State court 
was not required unless after appraising “the totality of facts in a 
given case’ refusal to provide counsel amounted to “a denial of 
fundamental fairness, shocking to the universal sense of justice” in 
violation of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 
Betts established the rule that the Sixth Amendment’s guaranty of 
counsel for indigent defendants in the federal courts was not made 
obligatory upon the states by the Fourteenth Amendment. This was 
recognized as the law of the land until Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 
U.S. 335, 9 L. Ed. 2d 799, 88 S. Ct. 792 (1963), which overruled 
Betts and held that the Sixth Amendment is made obligatory upon 
the states by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
because the right to counsel is fundamental and essential to a fair 
trial. But to what extent the rule enunciated applies to misdemea- 
nors is not answered by Gideon. 


[4] GS. 15-4.1, enacted as a result of Gideon, provides: “When a 
defendant charged with a felony is not represented by counsel, be- 
fore he is required to plead the judge of the superior court shall 
advise the defendant that he is entitled to counsel. If the judge finds 
that the defendant is indigent and unable to employ counsel, he 
shall appoint counsel for the defendant. . . . The judge may in 
his discretion appoint counsel for an indigent defendant charged 
with a misdemeanor if in the opinion of the judge such appointment 
is warranted. . . .” (Emphasis added.) Thus, by statute in North 
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Carolina, the judge of the superior court, with respect to every de- 
fendant charged with a felony and not represented by counsel, is re- 
quired to (1) advise the defendant that he is entitled to counsel, (2) 
ascertain if defendant is indigent and unable to employ counsel, and 
(3) appoint counsel for each defendant found to be indigent unless 
the right to counsel is intelligently and understandingly waived. 
With respect to those charged with a misdemeanor, however, the 
statute permits the judge in the exercise of his discretion to appoint 
counsel for indigent defendants if in the opinion of the judge such 
appointment is warranted. 


In State v. Bennett, 266 N.C. 755, 147 S.E. 2d 237 (1966), de- 
fendant was charged with a petty misdemeanor the punishment for 
which could not exceed imprisonment for thirty days or a fine of 
$50. The record disclosed that defendant was a certified public ac- 
countant, drove his own car, and had an income of “about $8,000.” 
His request for court-appointed counsel was refused. The court said: 
“The Statute with reference to the appointment of counsel for in- 
digent defendants charged with misdemeanors leaves the matter to 
the sound discretion of the presiding judge. Some misdemeanors and 
some circumstances might justify the appointment of counsel, but 
this is not true in all misdemeanors. The facts of an individual case 
would determine the action of the court and it is not intended that 
anything in this opinion shall restrict or require the appointment of 
counsel in any given case.” 


In Cheff v. Schnackenberg, 384 U.S. 3738, 16 L. Ed. 2d 629, 86 S. 
Ct. 15238 (1966), defendant was sentenced by the Seventh Circuit 
Court of Appeals to six months’ imprisonment for violating an order 
of that court. On certiorari, the Supreme Court of the United States 
affirmed, holding the proceedings equivalent to a prosecution for a 
petty offense and that the right of trial by jury in criminal cases se- 
cured by Article III, See. 2, of the Federal Constitution, and by the 
Sixth Amendment thereto, does not extend to petty offenses. Accord, 
Dyke v. Taylor Implement Mfg. Co., 391 U.S. 216, 20 L. Ed. 2d 
538, 88 8S. Ct. 1472 (1968). 


In State v. Hayes, 261 N.C. 648, 185 $.E. 2d 653 (1964), wherein 
defendant was charged with a felony, the court said: 


“It is established law that a person charged with a criminal 
offense is entitled (1) to select, employ and be represented by 
counsel, or (2) to have the court appoint counsel to represent 
him if he is without means to employ one of his own choosing 
(when he is charged with a felony, or when he is charged with 
a misdemeanor of such gravity that the judge in the exercise 
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of sound discretion deems that justice so requires), or (3) to 
waive representation by counsel and conduct his own defense.” 


In State v. Sherron, 268 N.C. 694, 151 S.E. 2d 599 (1966), de- 
fendant was tried for three misdemeanors and convicted on two 
charges of malicious injury to personal property with a maximum 
authorized punishment of two years in prison in each case. The two 
cases were consolidated for judgment and a prison sentence of ninety 
days imposed. The defendant was not represented by counsel in his 
trial in the superior court, and the record on appeal was completely 
silent with respect to indigency or request for appointment of coun- 
sel. The court held that G.S. 15-4.1 places upon the trial judge “the 
affirmative duty to advise the defendant in felony cases that he is 
entitled to counsel and to appoint counsel for him if he is indigent, 
or unless the defendant executes a written waiver of his right thereto. 
None of these provisions are included as to misdemeanors, and even 
for an indigent defendant the judge may exercise his discretion as to 
appointing counsel, and shal! do so only when the judge is of the 
opinion that the appointment is warranted.” 


It should be noted, however, that recent decisions of the United 
States Supreme Court do not support the views expressed in Hayes 
and Sherron. Two years after our decision in Sherron, that Court 
decided Duncan v. Lowisiana, 391 U.S. 145, 20 L. Ed. 2d 491, 88 §. 
Ct. 1444 (1968), wherein defendant was charged with simple bat- 
tery, a misdemeanor punishable by a fine of not more than $300 or 
imprisonment of not more than two years, or both. Defendant’s de- 
mand for a jury trial was denied by the trial court on the grounds 
that the Louisiana Constitution authorizes trial by jury only in cap- 
ital cases or cases in which hard labor is the prescribed punishment. 
Defendant was convicted and sentenced to sixty days in jail and 
fined $150. The Supreme Court of Louisiana denied review, and on 
appeal the Supreme Court of the United States reversed, holding 
that (1) trial by jury in criminal cases is fundamental to the Ameri- 
can scheme of justice and guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment in all criminal cases which, if tried in a federal court, would 
command a jury trial under the Sixth Amendment, and (2) a crime 
punishable by two years in prison is a serious crime — not a petty 
offense — and thus requires a trial by jury. 


In Bloom v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 194, 20 L. Ed. 2d 522, 88 S. Ct. 1477 
(1968), defendant was charged with criminal contempt for which 
Illinois law provided no maximum punishment. Motion for a jury 
trial was denied, and defendant was found guilty and sentenced to 
prison for twenty-four months. The Supreme Court of Illinois affirmed, 
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and on certiorari the Supreme Court of the United States reversed, 
holding that prosecutions for serious criminal contempt are subject 
to the jury trial provisions of Article III, Sec. 2, of the Federal Con- 
stitution, and of the Sixth Amendment thereto, which is binding upon 
the States by virtue of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. 


[5, 6] Although the United States Supreme Court has not stated 
precisely where the line falls between crimes and punishments that 
are “petty” and those that are “serious,” Cheff makes it clear that a 
six months’ sentence is short enough to be petty while Duncan and 
Bloom make it equally clear that a crime punishable by two years 
in prison is a serious offense. In the federal system petty offenses are 
defined by statute as those punishable by not more than six months 
in prison and a $500 fine. 18 U.S.C. § 1. Hence, any federal crime 
the authorized punishment for which exceeds six months in prison 
and a $500 fine is a serious offense which entitles the offender to trial 
by jury under Article III, Sec. 2, of the Federal Constitution and 
under the Sixth Amendment. Since the provisions of the Sixth 
Amendment with respect to assistance of counsel, as well as trial 
by jury, are binding upon the states by the Due Process Clause of 
the Fourteenth Amendment, Gideon v. Wainwright, supra (3872 US. 
335, 9 L. Ed. 2d 799, 83 8S. Ct. 792 (1963)), we hold that defendant 
here, who is charged with a serious offense, has a constitutional right 
to the assistance of counsel during his trial in the superior court and 
that G.S. 15-4.1, insofar as it purports to leave to the discretion of 
the trial judge the appointment of counsel for indigent defendants 
charged with serious offenses, is unconstitutional. A serious offense 
is one for which the authorized punishment exceeds six months’ im- 
prisonment and a $500 fine. The cases of State v. Hayes, supra (261 
N.C. 648, 185 S.E. 2d 653 (1964)), and State v. Sherron, supra (268 
N.C. 694, 151 S.E. 2d 599 (1966)), are no longer authoritative. 


[7] In the case before us, defendant was represented by privately 
employed counsel in the Recorder’s Court of Thomasville and on ap- 
peal to the Court of Appeals and to this Court. Yet in the trial of 
his case before a jury in the superior court he had no counsel. Was 
he able to employ counsel? Was he indigent? Did he request ap- 
pointment of counsel? Did he waive the right to counsel? The record 
is silent. Waiver of counsel may not be presumed from a silent record. 
“The record must show, or there must be an allegation and evidence 
which show, that an accused was offered counsel but intelligently 
and understandingly rejected the offer. Anything less is not waiver.” 
Carnley v. Cochran, 369 U.S. 506, 8 L. Ed. 2d 70, 82 8. Ct. 884 
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(1962); State v. Bines, 263 N.C. 48, 1388 S.E. 2d 797 (1964). This 
is in accord with constitutional principles enunciated thirty years 
ago in Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 U.S. 458, 82 L. Ed. 1461, 58 8. Ct. 1019 
(1938), in the following language: 


“The constitutional right of an accused to be represented by 
counsel invokes, of itself, the protection of a trial court, in which 
the accused —whose life or liberty is at stake—dis without 
counsel. This protecting duty imposes the serious and weighty 
responsibility upon the trial judge of determining whether there 
is an intelligent and competent waiver by the accused. While an 
accused may waive the right to counsel, whether there is a 
proper waiver should be clearly determined by the trial court, 
and it would be fitting and appropriate for that determination 
to appear upon the record.” 


[8] Where defendant is charged with a serious crime, it is equally 
important for the trial judge to determine in the first instance the 
question of indigency and for the record to show whether lack of 
counsel results from indigency or choice. 


For failure of the trial judge to determine indigency and appoint 
counsel to represent defendant if indigent, the judgment must be 
vacated and a new trial ordered. At the next trial if defendant is 
not represented by privately employed counsel, the presiding judge 
shall (1) settle the question of indigency, and (2) if defendant is in- 
digent, appoint counsel to represent him unless counsel is knowingly 
and understandingly waived. These findings and determinations 
should appear of record. 


[9] A trial judge is not required by either the Federal or State 
Constitutions to aid a defendant on trial before him in the presen- 
tation of his defense. There is no merit in defendant’s Second As- 
signment of Error. 


[10, 11] There is no evidence in this case of a search and seizure, 
unreasonable or otherwise. The police officers were invited into de- 
fendant’s home by defendant and his wife. No search was conducted. 
None was necessary. Hence, the constitutional immunity to illegal 
searches and seizures does not arise. 47 Am. Jur., Searches and Seiz- 
ures, Sec. 20. The conversation which ensued may not be likened to 
police interrogation while a defendant is in jail or after prolonged 
questioning. Defendant was not in custody. There is no evidence that 
defendant was coerced by the officers or that he was in fear of them 
or that the officers induced any statement by him through any sug- 
gestion of hope or fear. Defendant was in his own home and not in 
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a “police dominated atmosphere.” Furthermore, defendant’s state- 
ments were not in the nature of a confession. They were decidedly 
to the contrary. It was no violation of his constitutional rights for 
the officers to observe him, converse with him, and testify respecting 
his state of insobriety. There is no merit in defendant’s Third As- 
signment of Error. 


[12] The fact that defendant received a greater sentence in the 
superior court than he received in the Recorder’s Court of Thomas- 
ville is no violation of his constitutional or statutory rights. Upon 
appeal from an inferior court for a trial de novo in the superior 
court, the superior court may impose punishment in excess of that 
imposed in the inferior court provided the punishment imposed does 
not exceed the statutory maximum, State v. Tolley, 271 N.C. 489, 
156 S.E. 2d 858 (1967). In State v. Stafford, 274 N.C. 519, 164 S.E. 
2d 371 (decided December 9, 1968), Sharp, J., speaking for the 
Court, exhaustively treats the subject of greater sentences upon re- 
trial and adheres to former decisions of this Court that the whole 
case is tried de novo and the former judgment does not fix the 
maximum punishment which may be imposed after a second convic- 
tion. See State v. Pearce, 268 N.C. 707, 151 S.E. 2d 571 (1966); State 
v. Slade, 264 N.C. 70, 140 S.E. 2d 723 (1965); State v. JAlerntt, 264 
N.C. 716, 142 S.E. 2d 687 (1965); and State v. White, 262 N.C. 82, 
136 S.E. 2d 205 (1964). This view is in accord with the weight of 
authority in the United States. See Annot., 12 A.L.R. 3d 978 (1967) 
and cases there cited. Defendant’s Fourth Assignment of Error is 
overruled. 


For the reasons stated, the decision of the Court of Appeals is 
reversed. The case is remanded to that Court where it will be certi- 
fied to the trial court for a new trial in accord with this opinion. 


Reversed and remanded. 





STATE y. JAMES LEE PRIMES 
No. 493 
(Filed 21 January 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 104— nonsuit — consideration of evidence 


On motion for compulsory nonsuit made at the close of all the evidence, 
the evidence must be considered in the light most favorable to the State, 
and the State is entitled to every reasonable intendment thereon and 
every reasonable inference therefrom. 
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2. Rape § 1— _ elements of the offense 


Rape is the carnal knowledge of a female person by foree and against 
her will. 


3. Rape § 1— elements of the offense — force 


The force necessary to constitute rape need not be actual physical force; 
fear, fright or coercion may take the place of force. 


4. Rape § 1— elements of the offense — consent 
While consent by the female is a complete defense to the charge of 
rape, consent which is induced by fear of violence is void and is no legal 
consent, 


5. Criminal Law § 104— nonsuit — consideration of evidence 


In considering the motion for a compulsory nonsuit, the court is not 
concerned with the weight of the testimony, or with its truth or falsity, 
but only with the sufficiency to carry the case to the jury and to sustain 
the indictment. 


or] 


. Rape § 5— = sufficiency of evidence 


In this prosecution charging defendant with rape, the evidence is suffi- 
cient to be submitted to the jury on the question of defendant’s guilt. 


7. Criminal Law § 66— _ evidence of lineup identification — corrobora- 
tive evidence 


In a prosecution for rape, testimony of the prosecutrix that she iden- 
tified the defendant in a police identification lineup is admissible to cor- 
roborate her other testimony that she had identified the defendant prior 
to the lineup, and there is no merit in defendant’s contention that, since 
he admitted the intercourse and did not dispute his identity, the evi- 
dence of the lineup identification was prejudicial in tending to. obscure 
his defense that the intercourse was at the insistence and with the con- 
sent of the prosecutrix. 


APPEAL by defendant from Bickett, J.. 2 February 1968 Regular 
Criminal Session of WAKE. 


Criminal prosecution on an indictment charging that James Lee 
Primes on 9 October 1967, with force and arms, did unlawfully, will- 
fully, and feloniously ravish and carnally know Carolyn Wayne 
Daniels, a female, by force and against her will, a violation of GS. 
14-21. 


The defendant, who was an indigent and was represented by his 
court-appointed counsel, Garland B. Daniel, entered a plea of not 
guilty. Verdict: The defendant, James Lee Primes, is guilty of rape 
with the recommendation that punishment be imprisonment for the 
term of his natural life. From a sentence of imprisonment for life 
in the State’s Prison, defendant appeals. 
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Attorney General T. W. Bruton and Staff Attorney Andrew A. 
Vanore, Jr., for the State. 


Garland B. Daniel for defendant appellant. 


PARKER, C.J. 


On appeal defendant was represented at the State’s expense by 
his court-appointed counsel, Garland B. Daniel, a member of the 
Wake County Bar. The record in the case and the brief of defend- 
ant were mimeographed in the same manner as is done in the case 
of solvent defendants. 


[1] Defendant assigns as error the denial of his motion for com- 
pulsory nonsuit made at the close of all the evidence. On such a mo- 
tion the evidence must be considered in the light most favorable to 
the State, and the State is entitled to every reasonable intendment 
thereon and every reasonable inference therefrom. 2 Strong’s N. C. 
Index 2d Criminal Law § 104. 


The State’s evidence, considered in the light most favorable to 
it, tends to show the following material facts: On 9 October 1967 
Carolyn Wayne Daniels, a young white woman, was employed at 
Eckerd’s Drug Store in Raleigh. She and Robert Calvin Stephens 
had plans to be married and were married on 16 February 1968. At 
5:30 p.m. on 9 October 1967 she got off work and proceeded to her 
automobile which was parked in a parking deck. On her way home 
down Salisbury Street in the city of Raleigh she had a flat tire at 
the corner of Lenoir and South Salisbury Streets. She pulled into a 
parking place and got out of her car to look at the flat tire. De- 
fendant, a Negro, was walking along the street. He offered to place 
the spare tire on the car in place of the flat tire, and she accepted 
his offer. When he had placed the spare tire on the automobile, she 
got $2 out of her pocketbook and offered to pay him $2 for fixing 
her tire. At first he refused to accept the $2, and then upon her in- 
sistence accepted it. Defendant said that he had missed his ride with 
his brother-in-law to Garner, a town near Raleigh. She said, ‘Well 
I’m going out that way. I live out on 401 South and I can let you 
off right there where the ends meet.” They got into her automobile 
and she drove off. In driving down the street they engaged in a con- 
versation. He told her that he worked at the Carolina Power and 
Light Company as a linesman. He had on a yellow helmet like lines- 
men wear. When they got to the road where she was supposed to 
keep going straight, he told her to turn down Tryon Road, that his 
brother worked down that road and he could take him home. She 
turned off Highway 401 South onto Tryon Road. They came to a 


64 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


STATE v. PRIMES 


filling station where she was supposed to turn left on Lake Wheeler 
Road to go to her boy friend’s house to baby sit for his sister. He 
told her to go ahead down the road. She said, “I am supposed to go 
the other way,” and he said, “It’s just a little ways down this road.” 
She was really getting scared and drove ahead. They proceeded a 
distance down the road and stopped at a dirt road. She told him he 
could get out and walk down the dirt road a little ways. He replied, 
“No, it’s just a little ways down this road, go ahead and take me.” 
She turned down this dirt road and saw a sign ahead reading “dead- 
end road.” She said to him, “This is a dead-end road,” and defend- 
ant said, “No, it’s not. It’s just a sign.” He further said, “It’s just a 
little ways down here.” At the dead-end road there is a circle where 
one can circle around and come right back up the road. She turned 
around in that circle and started coming back up the road. De- 
fendant clapped his hand over her mouth and she started struggling. 
He said, “Don’t scream. If you do [ll] kill you. Come on and get 
out.” She rephed, “No, please leave me alone, please leave me alone. 
If it’s my car you want you can have it. If it’s money you want you 
can have that. Just anything just please leave me alone.” He replied, 
“I’m not gonna hurt you. I just want to look at you.” He started 
pulling her out of the side of her automobile, so she got out and he 
started pulling her into the woods. She started crying and begging 
him to leave her alone. He kept pulling her. He said, “I’m not gonna 
hurt you, I’m not gonna hurt you, I just want to look at you.” She 
replied, ‘““Please don’t do anything to me, please don’t. I haven’t ever 
been touched before. Please don’t mess with me. Just please leave 
me alone. I’m planning on getting married soon, please don’t mess 
with me.” He kept saying, “I’m not gonna hurt you. I just want to 
look at you.” He told her to pull her pants down, and she told him, 
“No.” Defendant said, “I said pull them down, or I’ll kill you.” So 
she pulled up her dress and started pulling her pants down and could 
not get them down. He took his hands and jerked them and pulled 
them down just as fast as he could, and he told her to lie down on 
the ground. She told him that she was not. He said, ‘“You’ll do what 
I say. Tl kill you. I’ shoot you.” She said, “Please don’t. Please 
leave me alone.” He got on top of her on the ground, unzipped his 
pants and had intercourse with her. He had his arms on her arms, 
and they were pinned back on the ground. She was crying. Miss 
Daniels testified that she “did not at any time consent or agree to 
have intercourse” with the defendant. She testified that she was afraid 
that if she did not submit to the defendant’s demands he would kill 
her. She testified, “I really thought he was gonna shoot me, because 
I have heard so many cases that have come up like that, where 
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people get raped and they killed them and leave them. That’s what 
I was scared of. I just thought if I could live and get out of there 
that everything would be all right.” He heard a car coming. He got 
up and said, “Get up, get up.” She got up and was trying to pull her 
pants up and said, “I can’t get them up.” He started coming at her 
and she jerked them up any way she could. He said, “Come on, 
come on.” She could hardly walk. He took her by her arm and drag- 
ged her out of the woods. She never saw an automobile, but she 
heard one. He told her to take him to the end of the road at Dix 
Hill. She took him there and when she let him out, defendant said 
that he was married and had a baby and asked her not to tell any- 
body about it. She let him out at the road at Dix Hill. When he got 
out she went straight to her fiance’s house. When she got there, her 
fiance, Robert Calvin Stephens, was washing his automobile. She 
could not get out of the automobile and could not move. She opened 
the automobile door and started screaming for Robert to come to 
her. She told him what had happened. She was hurting so she could 
not move. It hurt her when she was penetrated because she had never 
been touched before and was a virgin. Her fiance got a neighbor to 
call the sheriff’s department and carry her to a local hospital. At 
the hospital she talked with the sheriff’s deputies and with Dr. Clif- 
ford C. Byrum. 


Dr. Byrum examined her in the hospital. Her clothes were ruffled 
and she had beggar lice over her clothing and quite a bit of dirt on 
her legs. She was quite upset emotionally. He made a general ex- 
amination and pelvic examination. He swabbed her entire vagina 
for smears. From the smears he found sperms. She told Dr. Byrum 
that she had been raped by a Negro. 


About 8 p.m. on 9 October 1967 Richard Branch, a deputy sheriff 
with the Wake County Sheriff’s Department, saw Carolyn Wayne 
Daniels at Wake Memorial Hospital. She was there with her present 
husband. He talked with Carolyn. She told him what had occurred, 
which is substantially what we have related above. When he saw 
her at the hospital, she was in a highly nervous condition. The next 
day he had Carolyn Daniels and her fiance meet him at the sheriff’s 
office at approximately 5 p.m. He took an unmarked car and went 
back to the parking lot where Carolyn saw the defendant the pre- 
vious evening. They arrived there about 5:10 and sat there until 
about 5:45 observing Negroes with construction helmets. About 
5:45 p.m. Carolyn stated to him, “That’s the man right there, getting 
out of the back of that pickup truck.” The man she identified was 
the defendant. Defendant got out of the pickup truck on Lenoir 
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Street and walked east on Lenoir Street towards Fayetteville Street. 
The officer asked Carolyn and her fiance to get out of his automobile 
and go to the Sheriff’s Department and wait for him, and then he 
pulled his automobile in behind defendant at the Shell station on 
Fayetteville Street and asked him to come to his car. He asked de- 
fendant for his identification, at which time he took out of his wallet 
a selective service card with the name “James Lee Primes” on it. 
He told Primes that he was a deputy sheriff and that he was running 
an investigation on a crime, that he was not under arrest, and wanted 
to know if he would go of his own free will with him to a magistrate’s 
office and let him talk to him, and defendant stated that he did not 
mind. Primes had on a yellow helmet at that time. He rode with him 
to the magistrate’s office. Carolyn Daniels came there later. They 
had a lineup at the jail, with the consent of James Lee Primes. There 
were seven men in the lineup — all Negroes. In the lineup she iden- 
tified Primes as the man who had assaulted her. 


W. E. Weathersbee is a member of the City-County Bureau of 
Identification. He has been employed there for two years and his 
duties are to gather evidence, fingerprints, take pictures, and other 
things. About 8 p.m. on 9 October 1967 he was called to Wake 
Memorial Hospital where he met Deputy Sheriffs Howell and Branch. 
Carolyn Wayne Daniels was there. He went back into the emerg- 
ency room in the hospital and saw her lying on the table. Beggar lice 
were in her hose. After observing her, he followed her fiance to where 
Miss Daniels’ car was parked near a trailer. He dusted the right 
front door of this automobile, the trunk lid, and a jack which was in 
the trunk. He lifted fingerprints of a sufficient quality to be able to 
make comparison for identification purposes. He lifted prints from 
the right door, glass, and also around the right door edge, and one 
print from a jack which was in the trunk of the car. The finger- 
print which was lifted from the jack in the automobile was marked 
as State’s Exhibit No. 2. The fingerprints lifted from the right door 
of this automobile were marked State’s Exhibit No. 1. Mr. Wea- 
thersbee made a comparison of these fingerprints with the finger- 
prints of James Lee Primes in the files of the City-County Bureau 
of Identification. In his opinion the fingerprint marked State’s Ex- 
hibit No. 1 was the fingerprint of the left middle finger of James 
Lee Primes. The fingerprint marked State’s Exhibit No. 2 was the 
left index finger of James Lee Primes. 


Defendant went on the stand in his own behalf. His testimony 
in brief summary tends to show these facts: He changed the flat tire 
on the automobile for Miss Daniels. He accompanied her in her 
automobile and had sexual intercourse with her but only because of 
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her insistence and demand that he do so. He did not harm her or 
threaten to harm her in any way. He did not use any force or 
threaten to use force. 


[2-4] Rape is the carnal knowledge of a female person by force 
and against her will. S. v. Crawford, 260 N.C. 548, 183 S.E. 2d 232; 
S. v. Jim, 12 N.C. 142. The force necessary to constitute rape need 
not be actual physical force. Fear, fright, or coercion may take the 
place of force. S. v. Thompson, 227 N.C. 19, 40 S.E. 2d 620, While 
consent by the female is a complete defense, consent which is in- 
duced by fear of violence is void and is no Jegal consent. S. v. 
Carter, 265 N.C. 626, 144 S.E. 2d 826. 


This is said in 44 Am. Jur., Rape, § 13, p. 910: 


“Consent of the woman from fear of personal violence is 
void. Even though a man lays no hands on a woman, yet if by 
an array of physical force he so overpowers her mind that 
she dares not resist, or she ceases resistance through fear of 
great harm, the consummation of unlawful intercourse by the 
man is rape... .” 


Defendant contends that the statements and acts of his under 
the prevailing circumstances, as shown by the State’s evidence, 
should not have induced fear or fright on the part of Miss Daniels, 
and the defendant had reasonable grounds to believe by the acts of 
the prosecuting witness that she was consenting for him to have 
sexual intercourse with her. Such an argument is based upon the 
supposition that the defendant’s evidence is true, and ignores the 
testimony of Miss Daniels that the defendant pulled her into the 
woods when she was crying and pleading with him to let her alone, 
that she had never been touched before, that she was planning to 
get married soon, and that the defendant had her pinned back on the 
ground with his arms on her arms and saying, “Don’t scream. If you 
do, I’l] kill you,” and under such circumstances had sexual] inter- 
course with her. 


[5, 6] In considering the motion for a compulsory nonsuit in this 
case, we are not concerned with the weight of the testimony, or with 
its truth or falsity, but only with the sufficiency to carry the case to 
the jury and to sustain the indictment. Considering the evidence in 
the light most favorable to the State, we conclude that the motion 
for a judgment of compulsory nonsuit was properly denied. The as- 
signment of error thereto is overruled. 


As stated above in the recapitulation of the State’s testimony, 
about 5:45 p.m. on the day after the alleged assault, Miss Daniels 
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in company with her fiance and Deputy Sheriff. Richard Branch 
saw defendant get out of a pickup truck on Lenoir Street and walk 
east on that street toward Fayetteville Street. At that time Miss 
Daniels identified defendant as the man who had criminally as- 
saulted her the night before. Afterwards Deputy Sheriff Branch 
picked defendant up and carried him to a magistrate’s office in his 
automobile. There was a lineup at the jail. At that time counsel for 
the defendant objected because the evidence of the lineup at the 
jail was not material, and was prejudicial. The judge asked him if 
he wanted a voir dire hearing on that, and counsel for defendant re- 
plied, ‘““No.” The defendant excepted. In the lineup at the jail Miss 
Daniels identified the defendant. Defendant assigns the identifica- 
tion of him in the lineup as error. 


[7] Defendant contends that the identification of him in the 
lineup was incompetent and prejudicial in that the prosecutrix had 
already identified him previously before he was in the lineup, and 
the defendant’s identity was not disputed, his defense being that he 
used no force and that the admitted intercourse was at the insistence 
and with the consent of the prosecuting witness. Defendant further 
contended that it tended to give the jury the erroneous impression 
that the defendant’s defense was that he was not the party who had 
intercourse with the prosecuting witness and diverted attention from 
the real issue. There was no objection to the testimony of Deputy 
Sheriff Branch that the prosecuting witness identified defendant af- 
ter he had gotten out of the pickup truck before Branch accosted 
him. 

The testimony of defendant is clear and positive that he was at 
the scene and had sexual intercourse with the defendant at her in- 
sistence and with her consent. Considering all the facts of the case 
that the prosecuting witness had identified defendant after he had 
gotten out of the pickup truck before Deputy Sheriff Branch carried 
him to a magistrate’s office, and that the defendant’s defense was 
consent, it is our opinion, and we so hold, that the identification 
of him in the police lineup was not prejudicial and was not error. 
Obviously, the testimony of the prosecutrix identifying him in the 
lineup was admissible to corroborate the victim’s testimony when 
she said “That’s the man” when she saw him get out of the pickup 
truck immediately prior to the lineup. 7 Strong’s N. C. Index 2d 
Witnesses § 5. We do not think that the identification in the lineup 
comes within the principles condemned by United States v. Wade, 
388 U.S. 218, 18 L. Ed. 2d 1149 and Gilbert v. Caltfornia, 388 US. 
263, 18 L. Ed. 2d 1178, for the simple reason that the identification 
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in the lineup had an independent origin in the prosecuting witness's 
identification of defendant just previously when she saw defendant 
get out of the pickup truck, and further she had ample opportunity 
to see him when he changed the flat tire on her automobile, when he 
rode with her down the road, and when he assaulted her. See S. v. 
Wright, 274 N.C. 84, 161 8.E. 2d 581. 


Defendant assigns as error that the court in its charge used lan- 
guage amounting to an expression of an opinion. From a meticulous 
reading of the charge in its entirety, there 1s nothing to show that 
there was the slightest intimation from the Judge as to the strength 
of the evidence or as to the credibility of the witnesses, or of a wit- 
ness, and there is nothing in the charge that prejudiced the defendant 
and prevented him from having a fair and impartial trial. This 
assignment of error is overruled. 


Defendant has several other assignments of error to the charge. 
Reading the charge in its entirety, it is clear that the trial judge 
gave cqual stress to the contentions of the State and the defendant, 
and declared and explained the law arising on the evidence given in 
the case in a fair and impartial manner. A careful examination of 
defendant’s assignments of error discloses no new question or feature 
requiring extended discussion as to the charge. The jury, under ap- 
plication of settled principles of law, resolved the issues of fact 
against the defendant. Neither reversible nor prejudicial error has 
been made to appear. The verdict and judgment below will be up- 
held. 


No error. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA vy. LONNIE PARRISH 
No. 828 
(Filed 21 January 1969) 


1. Burglary and Unlawful Breakings § 6; Larceny § 8— necessity for 
instruction as to abandoned property 
In a prosecution for breaking and entering and larceny, refusal of the 
trial court to give special instructions requested by defendant with respect 
to abandoned property is not error where there was no evidence which 
would justify such instructions. 


2. Constitutional Law § 31; Criminal Law §§ 76, 95— joint trials 
—- exclusion of confession implicating codefendant 

Under the decision of Bruton v. United States, 891 U.S. 123, which is to 

be applied retroactively, the admission in a joint trial of a nontestifying 
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defendant’s confession implicating a codefendant violates the codefend- 
ant’s right of cross-examination secured by the Confrontation Clause of 
the Sixth Amendment and made obligatory on the states by the Four- 
teenth Amendment. 


Criminal Law §§ 76, 92— _ joint trials — exclusion of confession im- 
plicating codefendant 

In joint trials of defendants it is necessary to exclude extrajudicial 
confessions unless all portions which implicate defendants other than the 
declarant can be deleted without prejudice either to the State or the 
declarant; failing this, the State must choose between relinquishing the 
confession or trying defendants separately. 


Criminal Law § 146— review in Supreme Court of decision by Court 
of Appeals 

The Supreme Court reviews the decision of the Court of Appeals for 
errors of law allegedly committed by it and properly brought forward for 
review. G.S. TA-31. 


Criminal Law §§ 146, 174— review of constitutional questions 
The Supreme Court will not ordinarily pass upon a constitutional ques- 
tion unless it affirmatively appears that such question was timely raised 
and passed upon in the trial court if it could have been, or that it was 
passed upon in the Court of Appeals if the question arose after the trial. 


Criminal Law § 1138— _ joint trial — instructions permitting guilty 
verdict as to all defendants if one defendant committed offense 

In a joint trial of two defendants for the same offense, a charge sus- 
ceptible to the construction that should the jury find beyond a reasonable 
doubt that either defendant committed the offense charged it should convict 
both defendants is held to constitute reversible error. 


Criminal Law § 168— instructions correct at one point, incorrect at 
another — new trial 

Where the court charges correctly at one point and incorrectly at an- 
other, a new trial is necessary because the jury may have acted upon the 
incorrect part, particularly when the incorrect portion of the charge is the 
application of the law to the facts. 


Criminal Law § 168—— ambiguity in the charge 


A new trial must result when ambiguity in the charge affords an op- 
portunity for the jury to act upon a permissible but incorrect interpre- 
tation. 


Criminal Law §§ 113, 123— joint trials — issues submitted 


Where the evidence against each of several defendants is not identical, 
the trial court should submit the question of the guilt or innocence of 
each separately. 


On Certiorari to the Court of Appeals to review its decision re- 


ported in 2 N.C. App. 587, 163 S.E. 2d 523. 


At the January 1968 Criminal Session of Alamance Superior 
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Court defendant Lonnie Parrish and one Jimmy Harris were Jointly 
charged in Case No. 40 with breaking and entering a dwelling 
house, the property of E. L. Mansfield, on October 18, 1967, and 
larceny therefrom of various articles of his personal property valued 
at $1823. In Case No. 41 they were charged with breaking and en- 
tering a dwelling house, the property of Frances Talalah, on October 
19, 1967, and larceny therefrom of various articles of her personal 
property valued at $57. When the evidence disclosed that the per- 
sonal property stolen from the E. L. Mansfield house did not belong 
to him, as alleged in the bill of indictment, but was the property of 
his son Lonnie Gray Mansfield, the trial judge quashed the larceny 
count in Case No. 40. The cases were consolidated and the trial pro- 
ceeded on the remaining three counts. 


The State’s evidence tenced to show the facts narrated below. In 
October 1967 Lonnie Gray Mansfield was renting a certain dwelling 
house from his father, E. L. Mansfield, and had stored therein a 
Homelite chain saw, a Craftsman skill saw, two sleeping bags, a 
scuba diving suit, a waterpump, a grease gun, air tanks for scuba 
diving, a spear gun, diving lights and a dresser drawer —all of 
which were missing after the house was broken into on or about 18 
October 1967. He later recovered the dresser drawer, an antenna, 
and the diving lights from defendant Parrish when he accompanied 
the officers to the Parrish house. There he identified these and other 
items as his personal property. He also recovered his Homelite chain 
saw which he found in the possession of one William Flinn and pur- 
chased from Flinn for $35. Flinn had bought it from a man named 
Alex Baker who had purchased it from Wayne Moorefield, who, in 
turn, had purchased the saw from defendant Lonnie Parrish for $30 
cash. 


Officers David Wilson and 8. D. George, Deputy Sheriffs of Ala- 
mance County, testified that Jimmy Harris, after being warned of 
his constitutional rights, steted during interrogation that he, in the 
company of Lonnie Parrish and Jerry Hull, broke into the E. L. 
Mansfield house on the morning of 18 October 1967, carried various 
items of personal property out the front door and loaded them into 
Lonnie Parrish’s motor vehicle, including a deep well pump, a diving 
suit, hunting outfit, a chain saw, swim fins, electric wire, copper wire, 
two sleeping bags and fishing rods and reels; that he later took part 
of the property to his house and the remainder of it to Parrish’s 
house and put it in a small house back of the Parrish home; that 
on the same day between 6 and 7 p.m. the three of them broke into 
the Frances Talalah house near the Mansfield house and took a T.V. 
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stand, a dresser, a nightstand and a T.V.; that the T.V. was left in 
the yard of the Talalah house and the remainder of this property 
was taken to the Parrish home and left in Parrish’s station wagon. 


A day of two after his conversation with Harris, Officer Wilson 
saw some of the missing property at Lonnie Parrish’s home, includ- 
ing the dresser and the nightstand and other property from the 
Talalah home. He also found a well pump in Parrish’s station 
wagon and a diving light and a dresser drawer in Parrish’s home, 
all of which Parrish stated came from the Mansfield home. 


At the time of the break-in Mrs. Frances Talalah and her fam- 
ily were in the process of moving into a trailer and, while she and 
her husband were away from home, her house was broken into and 
all the children’s clothing, a maple dresser, a Silvertone television, 
a black television stand and an antique nightstand were taken. The 
Silvertone T.V. was found in the yard. About a month later she saw 
some of the missing articles when the officers brought the dresser 
and the television stand to her for identification. 


The only evidence offered by defendant Parrish was the testi- 
mony of his sixteen-year-old nephew Jerry Hill. He testified that 
he and Jimmy Harris had been invited to the Mansfield house for a 
party by three girls and two or three boys, one of whom stated that 
the house was owned by his uncle; that one of the boys swapped the 
skin diving equipment and two sleeping bags to Harris for his rifle; 
that sometime later Harris asked Parrish to drive him to the Mans- 
field house to pick up this equipment; that from the Mansfield house 
the three of them went to the Talalah residence where some boys 
told them that the Talalahs had moved out a week or two previously 
and that the back door was open. Upon this evidence from Jerry 
Hill, defendants contended the articles of property allegedly stolen 
by them had been abandoned by the owners and requested special 
instructions as noted in the opinion with respect to abandoned 


property. 
Neither defendant Parrish nor Jimmy Harris took the witness 
stand. 


In Case No. 40 the jury convicted both defendants of breaking 
and entering the Mansfield house. In Case No. 41 defendants were 
found guilty on both counts. Prison sentences were imposed in each 
case. Jimmy Harris did not appeal, and the sentences imposed upon 
him do not appear of record. Defendant Lonnie Parrish appealed to 
the Court of Appeals which upheld his conviction and sentences. 
2 N.C. App. 587, 163 S.E. 2d 523. We allowed certioiari. 
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T. W. Bruton, Attorney General; Harry W. McGalhard, Deputy 
Attorney General, for the State. 


James HK. Long, Attorney for defendant appellant. 


Husxins, J. 


[1] Defendant Parrish contends that the Talalah and Mansfield 
houses had been vacated and left open and the items of personal 
property located in them abandoned. He requested numerous spe- 
cial instructions with respect to abandoned property and assigns as 
error the court’s refusal to give them. We have reviewed the evi- 
dence and the requested instructions. There is no merit in defendant’s 
position. The Court of Appeals correctly held that there was no evi- 
dence which would justify or require Instructions with respect to 
abandoned property. 


Defendant filed a supplemental brief in this Court asserting, for 
the first time, that his constitutional rights were violated in that 
the trial court, in a joint trial where the confessor did not take the 
stand, admitted in evidence the extrajudicial confession of Jimmy 
Harris implicating this defendant in the crimes for which they were 
both on trial. He asserts this violated his constitutional mght “‘to be 
confronted with the witnesses against him” as guaranteed by the 
Sixth Amendment to the Federal Constitution. 


Defendant’s position was unsound at the time this case was tried 
below. At that time (January 1968) it was not error to admit the 
extrajudicial confession of one defendant, even though it implicated 
a codefendant against whom it was inadmissible, provided the trial 
judge instructed the jury to consider the confession only against the 
defendant who made it. State v. Lynch, 266 N.C. 584, 146 S.E. 2d 
677; State v. Bennett, 237 N.C. 749, 76 S.E. 2d 42. The federal rule 
likewise sanctioned the admission of the confession of one defend- 
ant in a joint trial if the court instructed the jury to consider it 
only against the confessor. Delli Paoht v. Umted States, 352 U.S. 
232, 1 L. Ed. 2d 278, 77 8. Ct. 294 (1957). 

[2] Since the trial of this case, however, the United States Su- 
preme Court in Bruton v. United States, 391 US. 123, 20 L. Ed. 2d 
476, 88 S. Ct. 1620 (May 20, 1968), overruled Dell: Paoli and held 
that in a joint trial the admission of the confession of one defendant, 
who did not take the stand, implicating the other violated the co- 
defendant’s right of cross-examination secured by the Confronta- 
tion Clause of the Sixth Amendment. The decision in Bruton is ret- 
roactive, Roberts v. Russell, 892 U.S. 298, 20 L. Ed. 2d 1100, 88 S. 
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Ct. 1921 (1968); and the right of confrontation is obligatory on the 
states by the Fourteenth Amendment to the Federal Constitution. 
Pointer v. Texas, 380 U.S. 400, 13 L. Ed. 2d 923, 85 8. Ct. 1065 (1965). 


[3] The rule now applicable in North Carolina is summarized by 
Sharp, J., with her usual clarity, in State v. Fox, 274 N.C. 277, 1638 
S.E. 2d 492 (October 9, 1968), as follows: “The result is that in 
joint trials of defendants it is necessary to exclude extrajudicial con- 
fessions unless all portions which implicate defendants other than 
the declarant can be deleted without prejudice either to the State 
or the declarant. If such deletion is not possible, the State must 
choose between relinquishing the confession or trying the defend- 
ants separately. The foregoing pronouncement presupposes (1) that 
the confession is inadmissible as to the codefendant (see State v. 
Bryant, supra [250 N.C. 118, 108 S.E. 2d 128]), and (2) that the 
declarant will not take the stand. If the declarant can be cross-ex- 
amined, a codefendant has been accorded his right to confrontation.” 
See State v. Kerley, 246 N.C. 157, 97 S.E. 2d 876. 


[4, 5] Fox would control decision here had the question been 
raised in the court below and passed on in the Court of Appeals. This 
was not done. The Supreme Court reviews the decision of the Court 
of Appeals for errors of law allegedly committed by it and properly 
brought forward for review. G.S. 7A-31. It will not ordinarily pass 
upon a constitutional question unless it affirmatively appears that 
such question was timely raised and passed upon in the trial court 
if it could have been, or in the Court of Appeals, if, as here, the 
question arose after the trial. State v. Colson, 274 N.C. 295, 163 
S.E. 2d 376. Even so, we have discussed the question since Fox will 
control admissibility of the Harris confession at the next trial. 


Although not brought forward for review in compliance with our 
rules, the Court considers it appropriate to take cognizance of the 
following excerpts from the charge, which was defendant’s Assign- 
ment of Error No. 9 in the Court of Appeals: 


ve 


. and that the defendants or either of them intentionally 
broke and entered the said dwelling house with the intent to 
commit the felony of larceny as I have heretofore defined that 
term to you, then it would be your duty to return a verdict of 
guilty as charged in the first count in this bill of indictment 
against both or either of these two defendants. 


If you do not find from the evidence and beyond a reasonable 
doubt it will be your duty to return a verdict of Not Guilty 
against either or both of the defendants; or, upon the whole evi- 
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dence in the case there remains in your mind a reasonable doubt 
as to both or either one of these defendants’ guilt, 1 would be 
your duty to give either him or them the benefit of that rea- 
sonable doubt and to acquit him or them, on the first count in 
the bill of indictment as to breaking and entering of the Talalah 
home.” 


“So, you are instructed if you find from the evidence and be- 
yond a reasonable doubt that on or about the 19th day of Oc- 
tober, 1967, in this county, the defendant Lonnie Parrish and 
the defendant Jimmy Robert Harris or ether of these two de- 
fendants without the consent of Frances Talalah took and car- 
ried away the personal property of Frances Talalah or any part 
thereof named in the bill of indictment, and that either one or 
both of these defendants took and carried it away with the 
felonious intent permanently to deprive Frances Talalah of 
the use thereof and to convert it to defendants’ or either of the 
defendants’ own use or the use of some other person not en- 
titled thereto, it will be your duty to return a verdict of guilty 
as to either or both of these defendants on this charge of lar- 
eeny. If you are not so satisfied from the evidence and all of 
the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt it will be your duty 
to return a verdict of Not Guilty as to either or both of these 
defendants; or, if upon a fair consideration of all the facts and 
circumstances in the case you have a reasonable doubt as to 
both the defendants’ guilt or the guilt of either of them, it will 
be your duty to return a verdict of Not Guilty as to either or 
both of the two defendants.” 

“. . if the State has satisfied you from the evidence and be- 
yond a reasonable doubt that on or about the 18th day of Oc- 
tober, 1967, the Defendents Lonnie Parrish and Jimmy Robert 
Harris or either of them broke or entered the dwelling house of 
E. L. Mansfield and further satisfied you from the evidence and 
beyond a reasonable doubt that valuable securities or personal 
property of E. L. Mansfield or other persons was contained in 
said dwelling house, and that the defendants or either one of 
them intentionally broke and entered these premises with the 
intent to commit the felony of larceny as I have heretofore de- 
fined that term to you, then it will be your duty to return a 
verdict of guilty as charged in the second bill of indictment 
against both or either one of these defendants on the charge of 
breaking and entering the dwelling house of E. L. Mansfield. 
If you do not so find from the evidence and beyond a reason- 
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able doubt, it would be your duty to return a verdict of Not 
Guilty; or, if upon the whole of the evidence in the case there 
remains in your minds a reasonable doubt as to both or either 
one of the defendant’s guilt, either one of them, 2f will be your 
duty to give him or them the benefit of that reasonable doubt 
and acquit him or them on the first count in this bill of indict- 
ment charging breaking or entering the premises of E. L. Mans- 
field.” (Italics ours.) 


[6] The trial judge no doubt intended the foregoing charge to 
mean that a verdict of guilty should be returned only against the 
defendant concerning whose guilt the jury had no reasonable doubt 
and that the jury should not convict both defendants unless it was 
satisfied of the guilt of each beyond a reasonable doubt. Even so, 
it has other connotations as well. For example, the jury could easily 
construe it to mean that if the State had satisfied the jury beyond a 
reasonable doubt that either defendant broke and entered the 
Talalah house with the felonious intent to commit larceny it would 
be the duty of the jury to return a verdict of guilty as charged 
against both defendants. Certainly this interpretation is reasonably 
implied. The same interpretation may be given to the charge on the 
other counts for which defendants were on trial. The charge is in- 
accurate, confusing and ambiguous. 


[7, 8] It has been uniformly held that where the court charges 
correctly at one point and incorrectly at another, a new trial is nec- 
essary because the jury may have acted upon the incorrect part. 
This is particularly true when the incorrect portion of the charge is 
the application of the law to the facts. State v. Gurley, 253 N.C. 55, 
116 S.E. 2d 148; State v. Johnson, 227 N.C. 587, 42 S.E. 2d 685. A 
new trial must also result when ambiguity in the charge affords an 
opportunity for the jury to act upon a permissible but incorrect in- 
terpretation. 


[6] Where two or more defendants were tried together for the 
same offense, charges susceptible to the construction that should the 
jury find beyond a reasonable doubt that either defendant com- 
mitted the offense charged it should convict all the defendants, were 
held to constitute reversible error in State v. Wolfe, 227 N.C. 461, 
42 S.E. 2d 515; State v. Massenqill, 228 N.C. 612, 46 S.E. 2d 713; 
State v. Meshaw, 246 N.C. 205, 98 S.E. 2d 18; State v. Miller, 253 
N.C. 334, 116 S.E. 2d 790; and State v. Harvell, 256 N.C. 104, 123 
S.E. 2d 103. The charge in this case is therefore erroneous and is 
disapproved. 


[9] Where the evidence against each of several defendants is not 
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identical, the trial court should submit the question of the guilt or 
innocence of each separately. State v. Massengill, supra. 


For the errors noted in the charge there must be a new trial. The 
decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed. The case is remanded 
to that court where it will be certified to the trial court for a new 
trial in accord with this opinion. 


Reversed and remanded. 


STATE v. CARL LEONARD WILLIAMS anp EDDIE JOEL WILLIAMS 
No. 661 


(Filed 31 January 1969) 


1. Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 135; Jury § 7—- death 
penalty — exclusion of veniremen opposed to capital punishment 
While under the decision of Witherspoon v. Illinois, 389 U.S. 1035, a 
sentence of death cannot be carried out if the jury that imposed or 
recommended it was chosen by excluding veniremen for cause simply be- 
cause they voiced general objections to the death penalty or expressed 
conscientious or religious scruples against its infliction, that decision does 
not apply where the jury in a capital case recommends a sentence of life 


imprisonment. 
2. Constitutional Law § 29; Jury § 3— = scruples against capital 
punishment 


Jurors are not necessarily biased in favor of conviction simply because 
they do not have conscientious or religious scruples against capital pun- 
ishment. 


3. Constitutional Law § 29; Jury § 7— _ right to unbiased jury — 
challenges for cause 
Each party to a criminal trial is entitled to a fair and unbiased jury 
and may challenge for cause a juror who is prejudiced against him, the 
right being not to select a juror prejudiced in his favor but to reject one 
prejudiced against him. 


4. Constitutional Law § 29; Jury 8 T— exclusion of jurors having 
scruples against capital punishment -— jury recommends life imprison- 
ment 

In a prosecution for rape in which the jury returned a verdict of guilty 
as charged with recommendation of life imprisonment, defendant was not 
denied the right to an impartial jury on the issue of guilt by the exclu- 
sion for cause of prospective jurors who expressed conscientious or re- 
ligious scruples against capital punishment, there being nothing in the 
record to indicate that any raember of the jury was biased in favor of 
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5. 


6. 


7. 


8. 


9. 


10. 


11 


conviction or otherwise prejudiced against defendants on account of his 
views on capital punishment and it not appearing that the jury included 
any juror who was challenged by defendant. 


Kidnapping § 1— = sufficiency of evidence 


In this prosecution for kidnapping, defendants’ motions for nonsuit are 
properly denied where the State’s evidence tends to show that defendants 
forced the prosecutrix’ car off the road and forcibly put her in their 
car, that defendants drove the prosecutrix to another location where they 
raped her, and that defendants confined the prosecutrix in their custody 
continuously by foree, threats of foree, and fear from the time they 
forced her into their car until she was released. 


Rape § 5— _ sufficiency of evidence 


In this prosecution for rape, defendants’ motions for nonsuit are prop- 
erly denied where all the evidence tends to show that defendants had 
sexual intercourse with the prosecutrix without her consent and that she 
submitted at a time and place when she was helpless to protect herself 
and her submission was induced by fear of death or serious bodily harm 
if she resisted. 


Rape § 6— submission of lesser degrees of the crime of rape 


G.S. 15-169 and 15-170 are applicable only when there is evidence 
tending to show that the defendant may be guilty of a lesser offense. 


Criminal Law § 115— submission of lesser degrees of the crime 


charged 


The necessity for instructing the jury as to an included crime of lesser 
degree than that charged arises when and only when there is evidence 
from which the jury could find that such included crime of lesser degree 
was committed. 


Rape § 6— submission of issue of assault with intent to commit 


rape 


In this prosecution for rape, the court did not err in failing to instruct 
the jury that they could return verdicts of guilty of assault with intent 
to commit rape where all the evidence is to the effect that each defend- 
ant had actual sexual intercourse with the prosecutrix and that she, kid- 
napped, captive and helpless, submitted solely because fearful of death 
or serious bodily harm if she resisted. 


Criminal Law § 34— evidence of other offenses 


Evidence of other offenses is inadmissible if its only relevancy is to 
show the character of the accused or his disposition to commit an of- 
fense of the nature of the one charged; but if it tends to prove any other 
relevant fact it will not be excluded merely because it also shows him to 
have been guilty of an independent crime. 


Criminal Law § 34— _ evidence that defendant was AWOL 

In a prosecution for kidnapping and rape, refusal of the court to 
strike from defendant’s signed confession which was admitted into evi- 
dence the statement that defendant “went AWOL from Fort Hood, Texas,” 
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is not prejudicial error where defendant’s AWOL status could be inferred 
from other evidence admitted without objection and his entire statement 
corroborates the testimony of the prosecutrix, it not appearing that the 
reference to his AWOL status could have affected the result of the trial. 


12. Criminal Law § 169— admission of evidence — harmless and 
prejudicial error 


Where there is abundant evidence to support the main contention of the 
State. the admission of evidence which is technically incompetent will 
not be held prejudicial when defendant does not affirmatively make it ap- 
pear that he was prejudiced thereby or that the admission of the evidence 
could have affected the result, 


13. Constitutional Law § 31; Criminal Law §88§ 76, 95— joint trials 
— admission of confession implicating a codefendant 


Under the decision of Bruton uv. United States, 391 U.S. 123, which is 
to be applied retroactively, the admission in a joint trial of a nontestify- 
ing defendant’s extrajudicial confession implicating a codefendant vio- 
lates the codefendant’s right of confrontation secured by the Sixth Amend- 
ment and made obligatory on the states by the Fourteenth Amendment. 


APPEAL by defendants from Braswell, J., April 1, 1968 Criminal 
Session, Superior Court of CUMBERLAND County. 


Defendants, in separate bills, were indicted for the rape of Rose 
Marie Hargrove on November 15, 1967. A third bill charged that 
defendants, on November 15, 1967, “did unlawfully, wilfully and 
feloniously and forcibly kidnap Rose Marie Hargrove. ne 


The court, on account of the indigency of defendants, appointed 
counsel. James C. MacRae, Esq., was appointed to represent Carl 
Leonard Williams. Charles G. Rose, Jr., Esq., was appointed to rep- 
resent Eddie Joel Williams. 


Upon arraignment on said indictments, defendants entered pleas 
of not guilty. The cases were consolidated for trial. 


The only evidence was that offered by the State. The essential 
portions thereof are summarized, except where quoted, below. 


On November 15, 1967, Rose Marie Hargrove (Mrs. Hargrove), 
a member of the Women’s Army Corps, and her husband, a member 
of the Army, were stationed at Fort Bragg, N. C. They lived in a 
trailer court in Fayetteville, N. C. 


In the early morning of November 15th, Hargrove drove their 
ear a distance of four or five miles to his duty station at Fort 
Bragg, arriving there at 4:30 a.m. Mrs. Hargrove went with him to 
drive the car back. She was to report for duty at 7:00 a.m. 


While driving south on Reilly Road, Mrs. Hargrove stopped her 
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car in obedience to a red traffic light at the intersection of Reilly 
Road and Gruber Road. Reilly Road, in the area of this intersection, 
is a four-lane highway. In order to go straight (south) through this 
intersection, Mrs. Hargrove was in the westerly lane for southbound 
traffic. While waiting for the signal light to change, a car pulled up 
on her left side and stopped ‘‘about two or three feet away.” Glanc- 
ing over, she saw “these two colored men staring at (her).” When 
the light changed to green, she “pulled off right away in the direc- 
tion (she) was going.” Observing no headlights behind her, she 
thought the men had turned left into Gruber Road. 


Leaving the intersection, Mrs. Hargrove drove south on Reilly 
Road at a speed of “about 50 or 60 miles an hour,” although the 
posted speed limit in the Fort Bragg Reservation was forty-five. Af- 
ter traveling approximately two miles, and as she was leaving the 
Reservation at a speed of “about 60 miles an hour,” she saw in her 
rear view mirror the headlights of another car that was ‘coming up 
behind (her) fast.” 


The overtaking car pulled up beside Mrs. Hargrove’s car “as if 
to pass.” Thinking it might be an M.P., she slowed down to “about 
50 miles per hour.” She then recognized the car beside her as the 
one she had seen at the Reilly-Gruber intersection. Eddie Joel Wil- 
liams (Eddie), in the passenger seat, was looking at her. The car, 
operated by Carl Leonard Williams (Carl), turned into and struck 
Mrs. Hargrove’s car. (Note: These men were complete strangers to 
her. Subsequent investigation disclosed their names.) She applied 
her brakes “very hard.” Her car went over onto the shoulder and 
into the ditch and stopped. ‘(T)he wind was knocked out of (her)” 
and she was “stunned.” When she looked up “(her) car was com- 
pletely off the road in the ditch and their car was stopped to the 
left and in front of (her) vehicle.” At that time, “the headlights were 
on, on both of (the) cars.” No light was on in her car. 


As to what then occurred, Mrs. Hargrove testified as follows: 


“Almost immediately my door opened and Carl Williams slid in 
on the seat, put his arm around the back of my seat, and asked me 
if I was hurt and was I all right. I asked him what in the hell was 
the matter. was he drunk? With that he hit me in the mouth and 
nose with his left fist, and said shut up, you are coming with me. I 
smelled nothing on his breath. He hit me right in the mouth, my two 
front teeth cut my bottom hp, and I started to bleed pretty bad. 
The blow stunned me, it caught me by surprise, 


“When Carl Williams said shut up, you are coming with me, I 
said no, no, and I grabbed on to the steering wheel. At this time he 
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leaned over and turned off the ignition and turned off the lights. J 
was holding on to the steering wheel and I said no, I am not, and he 
reached over and hit me again in the same spot. I started crying real 
hard and put my left hand over my face. At this time he got out of 
the car, grabbed hold of my left arm and pulled my hand loose and 
pulled me out of the car. When out of the car I was (standing) on 
the grass beside the car. At this time I was crying real hard and 
saying no, no, don’t, you are going to jail for this, and Carl Wil- 
liams said shut up, and pulled me around the back of his car. At 
this time I had my hand on my mouth because it was bleeding so 
bad, and he was pulling me by the other arm. During this time all 
Car] Williams said was shut up. 


“His car was a two door car, and he opened the driver’s side, 
pushed the seat forward with his left hand and pushed me in. Car] 
Williams then shut the door and went around and got in the other 
side, and Eddie Joel Wilhams drove away.” 


After driving approximately two miles south on the Reilly Road, 
Eddie, as directed by Carl, turned right therefrom onto the Cliff- 
dale Road; and, after driving one and one-half to two and one-half 
miles thereon, turned therefrom onto a private dirt road. They 
traveled on this dirt road approximately five hundred feet and stop- 
ped (turning off all car lights) near a broken fence at a remote and 
deserted place in the woods. There, in the back seat of the Williams 
car (a Thunderbird with Texas license tag JWV-938) Carl first and 
then Eddie had sexual intercourse with Mrs. Hargrove. No help of 
any kind was available to Mrs. Hargrove at the seene of collision 
on Reilly Road or while traveling on Reilly Road or on Cliffdale 
Road or on the dirt road or where thev stopped on the dirt road. All} 
these locations were isolated and deserted. 


En route to the isolated spot in the woods, Mrs. Hargrove, in 
obedience to Carl’s command, was lying on the back seat of the ear. 
She was erying “real hard,” pleading that these men not kill her or 
hurt her, offering to get one hundred and fifty dollars for them if 
they would take her to her trailer in Fayetteville, attempting to dis- 
suade them bv saying her husband would soon be coming along the 
Reilly Road and would see her car and eall the police. To her plead- 
ings, they said, “No,” Carl repeatedly telling her to “shut up” and 
striking her when she did not obey his command. Eddie said: “. . 
shut up, all that erying won’t do you any good.” Carl said to Eddie: 
“ . . if she gets noisy, I'l] get this knife out of the glove com- 
partment.” During this time, Carl, in vulgar phrase, made unmis- 
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takably clear his determination to have sexual intercourse with Mrs. 
Hargrove. 


Upon arrival in the woods, Carl made Mrs. Hargrove take off 
her clothing, which consisted of an overcoat and gown. Notwith- 
standing her pleading, Carl and Eddie had sexual intercourse with 
her. In this dark, secluded area, alone with two strange, licentious 
and brutal men, she submitted without attempting to fight, kick, 
scratch or scream. Mrs. Hargrove testified: “I did not forcibly phy- 
sically fight with either of them, and I did not resist because I was 
scared to death. I let them go ahead and do what they wanted to so 
I could get back alive, and not be left out in the woods.” With refer- 
ence to Carl, Mrs. Hargrove testified: “. . . I put my hands over 
my face, shut my eyes tight, clinched my teeth, and tried to think 
of something else.” With reference to Eddie, Mrs. Hargrove testi- 
fied: “. . . I closed my eyes, put my hands over my face, gritted 
my teeth and tried to think about something else.” 


Defendants took Mrs. Hargrove back to where her car was in 
the ditch, pushed her out of their car and left. It was then about 
0:15 a.m. 


Unable to find her car keys, she stood beside her car, “very much 
upset,” “crying,” “her hair and her general appearance was all mussed 
up,” flagging approaching motorists. The second car stopped. One of 
the men in it waited with Mrs. Hargrove while the other(s) notified 
the sheriff’s department. Soon thereafter a detective sergeant ar- 
rived. Mrs. Hargrove gave him a description of each defendant and 
of the car and gave him the license number of the car defendants 
were driving. The investigation proceeded apace. Defendants were 
placed under arrest about 12:00 noon and charged with rape and 
kidnapping. 


The State offered massive corroborative evidence. This includes 
a statement made by Carl, stenographically transcribed, which was 
read and signed by him, which substantially corroborated the testi- 
mony of Mrs. Hargrove. On voir dire, Carl testified he made and 
signed this statement voluntarily and understandingly after he had 
been fully advised and had full knowledge of his constitutional 
rights. 


There was evidence that Mrs. Hargrove, nineteen years of age, 
was married on November 4, 1967, some eleven days before the al- 
leged kidnapping and rapes occurred; and that her general reputa- 
tion was excellent. 


The jury, for their verdicts, found each defendant (1) guilty of 
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kidnapping, and (2) guilty of rape with recommendation that the 
punishment be imprisonment for life. The following judgments were 
pronounced: 


As to Carl Leonard Williams: In the kidnapping case (No. 67- 
21967-A), judgment imposing a prison sentence of forty years was 
pronounced. In the rape case (No. 67-21970), the judgment pro- 
nounced imposed a sentence of imprisonment for the term of his 
natural life, this sentence to begin at the expiration of the sentence 
pronounced in No. 67-21967-A. 

As to Eddie Joel Williams: In the kidnapping case (No. 67- 
21967-A), judgment imposing a prison sentence of thirty-five years 
was pronounced. In the rape case (No. 67-21968), the judgment pro- 
nounced imposed a sentence of imprisonment for the term of his 
natural life, this sentence to begin at the expiration of the sentence 
pronounced in No. 67-21967-A. 

Hach defendant excepted and appealed. 

Orders were entered (1) permitting defendants to appeal in 
forma pauperis, (2) appointing the trial counsel of each defendant 


to perfect his appeal, and (3) providing that Cumberland County 
pay for the transcript and other documents incident to the appeals. 


Based on one statement of assignments of error, a brief was 
filed in behalf of each defendant. 


Attorney General Bruton and Deputy Attorney General McGal- 
liard for the State. 


MacRae, Cobb, MacRae & Henley for defendant appellant Carl 
Leonard Williams. 


Charles G. Rose, Jr., for defendant appellant Eddie Joel Wil- 
hams. 


Bopssitt, J. 


Defendants assign as error the action of the court “In excusing 
from the jury those jurors who expressed the personal conviction 
that they were opposed to capital punishment.” This assignment 1s 
based solely on the following statement in the agreed case on ap- 
peal: “In the selection of the jury the court excused from the jury 
all those jurors who stated that they were opposed to Capital Pun- 
ishment. Exception No. 1.” Defendants rely upon Witherspoon v. 
Illinois, 391 U.S. 510, 20 L. ed. 2d 776, 88 5. Ct. 1770. 


A jury had convicted Witherspoon of murder and had fixed his 
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penalty at death. In granting certiorari, the Supreme Court of the 
United States limited consideration to the following question: 
“Whether the operation of the Illinois statute providing that the 
State could challenge for cause all prospective jurors who were op- 
posed to, or had conscientious scruples against, capital punishment 
deprived the petitioner of a jury which fairly represented a cross 
section of the community, and assured the State of a jury whose 
members were partial to the prosecution on the issue of guilt or in- 
nocence, in violation of the petitioner’s rights under the Sixth and 
Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.” With- 
erspoon v. Illinois, 389 U.S. 1035, 19 L. ed. 2d 822, 88 S. Ct. 793. 


[1} In Witherspoon, Mr. Justice Stewart, expressing the views of 
five members of the Court, stated: “Specifically, we hold that a sen- 
tence of death cannot be carried out if the jury that imposed or 
recommended it was chosen by excluding veniremen for cause simply 
because they voiced general objections to the death penalty or ex- 
pressed conscientious or religious scruples against its infliction. No 
defendant can constitutionally be put to death at the hands of a 
tribunal so selected.” (Our italics.) 391 U.S. at 521-523, 20 L. ed. 
2d at 784-785, 88 S. Ct. at 1776-1777. 


Directly pertinent to the present case, Mr. Justice Stewart 
stated: “We simply cannot conclude, either on the basis of the 
record now before us or as a matter of judicial notice, that the 
exclusion of jurors opposed to capital punishment results In an un- 
representative jury on the issue of guilt or substantially increases 
the risk of conviction. In hght of the presently available informa- 
tion, we are not prepared to announce a per se constitutional rule 
requiring the reversal of every conviction returned by a jury se- 
lected as this one was. . . . It has not been shown that this jury 
was biased with respect to the petitioner’s guilt.” 391 U.S. at 517- 
018, 20 L. ed. 2d at 782-783, 88 S. Ct. at 1774-1775. Footnote 21 of 
the majority opinion includes the following: “Nor does the decision 
in this case affect the validity of any sentence other than one of 
death. Nor, finally, does today’s holding render invalid the convic- 
tion, as opposed to the sentence, in this or any other case.” A sep- 
arate opinion of Mr. Justice Douglas, who considered the basis of 
decision too narrow, epitomizes the holding of the majority in these 
words: “Although the Court reverses as to penalty, 1t declines to re- 
verse the verdict of guilt rendered by the same jury.” 391 U.S. at 
581, 20 L. ed. 2d at 790, 88 S. Ct. at 1782. 


It is noted that Mr. Justice Black, Mr. Justice Harlan and Mr. 
Justice White dissented from the decision in Witherspoon. 
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In State v. Bumper (erroneously designated Bumpers), 270 N.C. 
521, 155 S.E. 2d 178, the jury returned a verdict of guilty of rape 
with recommendation that the punishment be imprisonment for life. 
Upon this verdict the court, In compliance with the mandate of GS. 
14-21, pronounced judgment imposing a sentence of life imprison- 
ment. This Court found “No error.” In Bumper v. North Carolina, 
391 U.S. 548, 20 L. ed. 2d 797, 88 S. Ct. 1788, the Supreme Court 
of the United States reviewed our decision on the two grounds on 
which it was attacked by Bumper, namely, (1) that his constitu- 
tional right to an impartial jury had been violated because the pros- 
ecution was permitted to challenge for cause all prospective jurors 
who stated their opposition to capital punishment, and (2) that a 
rifle introduced in evidence against him was obtained by a search 
made in violation of the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments. Our 
decision was reversed on the ground the search was unlawful and 
therefore the rifle should not have been admitted in evidence. 


With reference to Bumper’s claim that his constitutional right 
to an impartial jury had been violated, Mr. Justice Stewart, ex- 
pressing the views of five members of the Court, said: “In Wither- 
spoon v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 510, 20 L. ed. 2d 776, 88 8. Ct. 1770, de- 
cided today, we have held that a death sentence cannot constitution- 
ally be executed if imposed by a jury from which have been removed 
for cause those who, without more, are opposed to capital punish- 
ment or have conscientious scruples against imposing the death penalty. 
Our decision in Witherspoon does not govern the present case, because 
here the jury recommended a sentence of life imprisonment. The pe- 
titioner argues, however, that a jury qualified under such standards 
must necessarily be biased as well with respect to a defendant’s 
guilt, and that his conviction must accordingly be reversed because 
of the denial of his right under the Sixth and Fourteenth Amend- 
ments to trial by an impartial jury. (Citations.) We cannot ac- 
cept that contention in the present case. The petitioner adduced no 
evidence to support the claim that a jury selected as this one was 
is necessarily ‘prosecution prone,’ and the materials referred to in 
his brief are no more substantial than those brought to our atten- 
tion in Witherspoon. Accordingly, we decline to reverse the judg- 
ment of conviction upon this basis.” 391 U.S. at 545, 20 L. ed. 2d at 
800-801, 88 8. Ct. at 1790. 

The foregoing is quoted with approval by Higgins, J., in State v. 
Peele, 274 N.C. 106, 113-114, 161 S.E. 2d 568, 573-574, certrorart 
denied, 393 U.S. 1042, 21 L. ed. 2d 590, 89 8. Ct. 669, which, like 
Bumper, did not involve a death sentence and is direct authority in 
this jurisdiction for decision herein. 
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In Bumper, Mr. Justice Douglas, concurring in result, expressed 
the view that reversal should have been based also on the ground 
Bumper had been denied “the right to trial on the issue of guilt by 
a jury representing a fair cross-section of the community” since the 
record showed “that 16 of 53 prospective jurors were excused for 
cause because of their opposition to capital punishment.” 


The views of the majority in Crawford v. Bounds, 4 Cir. 1968, 
395 F. 2d 297, seemingly are in accord with those expressed in the 
dissenting opinion of Mr. Justice Douglas in Bumper. It is noted 
that the Supreme Court of the United States in Bounds v. Crawford, 
393 U.S. 76, 21 L. ed. 2d 62, 89 S. Ct. 234, vacated the Judgment 
and remanded the case to the Court of Appeals “for further con- 
sideration in the light of Witherspoon v. Illinois,’ supra, “and for 
consideration of the other constitutional questions raised in the case.” 


[2] Here, as in Bumper and Peele, death sentences are not in- 
volved. In accord with Witherspoon, Bumper and Peele, we reject 
the idea the jurors are biased in favor of conviction simply because 
they do not have conscientions or religious scruples against capital 
punishment. 


[3] “Each party to a trial is entitled to a fair and unbiased jury. 
Each may challenge for cause a juror who is prejudiced against him. 
A party’s right 1s not to select a juror prejudiced in his favor, but 
to reject one prejudiced against him.” State v. Peele, 274 N.C. at 
118, 161 S.E. 2d at 578. See also, State v. Spence, 274 N.C. 536, 538, 
164 S.E. 2d 598, 594. In State v. Peele, supra, Higgins, J., in his 
opinion for the Court, cites federal cases substantially in accord 
with the stated North Carolina rule. 


[4] Nothing in the record before us indicates that any member of 
the jury which tried defendants was biased in favor of conviction or 
otherwise prejudiced against defendants on account of his views on 
capital punishment or otherwise, Nor does it appear that the jury 
included any juror who was challenged by defendants. In accord 
with the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in 
Bumper, and our own decision in Peele, we hold the record fails to 
show prejudice to defendants in respect of the manner in which the 
jury was selected. Although distinguishable factually in certain par- 
ticulars, 1968 decisions generally in accord with the views expressed 
herein include the following: Commonwealth v. Wilson, 481 Pa. 21, 
30, 244 A. 2d 734, 739; Commonwealth v. Sullivan, 289 N.E. 2d 5, 
11 (Mass.); People v. Speck, 242 N.E. 2d 208, 225-228 (IIl.). 


At the close of the evidence, each defendant moved for judgment 
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as in case of nonsuit and excepted to the court’s denial thereof. As- 
signments of error based on these exceptions are without merit. 


[5] The only reasonable inference that may be drawn from the 
evidence is that Mrs. Hargrove did not accompany defendants vol- 
untarily at any time or under any circunistances but that she was 
forcibly put in their car by defendants and confined m their custody 
continuously by force, threats of force and fear from the time and 
point of collision on the Reilly Road until she was brought back 
and left there. Hence, there was ample evidence to support the con- 
victions of kidnapping in violation of G.S. 14-39. State v. Bruce, 
268 N.C. 174, 182-188, 150 S.E. 2d 216, 228, and cases cited. 


[6] The only reasonable inference that may be drawn from the 
evidence is that Mrs. Hargrove did not consent that either of de- 
fendants have sexual intercourse with her. On the contrary, she 
pleaded persistently that they refrain from forcing her to do so. All 
the evidence tends to show she submitted at a time and place when 
she was helpless to protect herself and her submission was induced 
by fear of death or serious bodily harm if she resisted. Hence, in ac- 
cordance with legal principles recently stated by Parker, C.J., in 
State v. Primes, 275 N.C. 61, 67, 165 S.E. 2d 225, 229, there was ample 
evidence to support the convictions for rape. 


The portion of the charge to which defendants excepted is in full 
accord with the legal principles stated in State v. Primes, supra, and 
cases cited. The assignment of error based on this exception is with- 
out merit. 


Defendants excepted to the court’s failure to instruct the jury 
they could return a verdict of guilty of an assault with intent to 
commit rape. The statutes pertinent to a consideration of the assign- 
ment of error based on these exceptions are quoted below. 


G.S. 15-169 provides: “On the trial of any person for rape, or 
any felony whatsoever, when the crime charged includes an assault 
against the person, it is lawful for the jury to acquit of the felony 
and to find a verdict of guiltv of assault against the person indicted, 
if the evidence warrants such finding; and when such verdict is 
found the court shall have power to imprison the person so found 
cuilty of an assault, for any term now allowed by law in cases of 
conviction when the indictment was originally for the assault of a 
like character.” (Our italics.) 


G.S. 15-170 provides: “Upon the trial of any indictment the pris- 
oner may be convicted of the crime charged therein or of a less de- 
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gree of the same crime, or of an attempt to commit the crime so 
charged, or of an attempt to commit a less degree of the same crime.” 


[7, 8] GS. 15-169 and G.S. 15-170 are applicable only when there 
ws evidence tending to show that the defendant may be guilty of a 
lesser offense. State v. Jones, 249 N.C. 184, 189, 105 S.E. 2d 518, 
016, and cases cited. “The necessity for instructing the jury as to an 
included crime of lesser degree than that charged arises when and 
only when there is evidence from which the jury could find that such 
included crime of lesser degree was committed. The presence of such 
evidence is the determinative factor.” State v. Hicks, 241 N.C. 156, 
159, 84 S.E. 2d 545, 547. 


[9] All the evidence is to the effect that each defendant had ac- 
tual sexual intercourse with Mrs. Hargrove and that she, kidnapped, 
captive and helpless, submitted solely because fearful of death or 
serious bodily harm if she resisted. There is no particle or trace of 
evidence that Mrs. Hargrove at any time willingly permitted either 
defendant to have sexual intercourse with her or willingly remained 
in the presence of defendants. There being no evidence that would 
warrant a verdict of guilty of the included crime of assault with in- 
tent to commit rape, the court properly refused to instruct the jury 
with reference to such verdict. 


[11] Defendants excepted to and assigned as error the court’s 
failure to strike from the signed transcript of Carl’s statement the 
following: “I went AWOL from Fort. Hood, Texas on 18 October 
1967, along with Eddie Joel Williams.” For reasons stated below, a 
new trial must be awarded Eddie. Hence, we consider this exception 
with specific reference to the case against Carl. 


Immediately after the quoted statement, Carl related where he 
was between October 18, 1967, when he left Colleen, Texas, until 
his arrival “about 2:00 or 2:30 a.m. on the 15th of November, 1967,” 
in the Fort Bragg area. There was evidence, admitted without ob- 
jection, that Carl, prior to his arrest on November 15th, was asked 
by an M.P. for his ID card, driver’s license and registration card; 
that he produced his ID card but failed to produce a driver’s li- 
cense or a registration card; and that, in response to an inquiry as 
to his unit, gave “a unit which was a Fort in Texas.” Carl was 
wearing civilian clothes. 


[10] The rule upon which Carl bases this contention is well stated 
as follows: “Evidence of other offenses is inadmissible if its only 
relevancy is to show the character of the accused or his disposition 
to commit an offense of the nature of the one charged; but if it 
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tends to prove any other relevant fact it will not be excluded merely 
because it also shows him to have been guilty of an independent 
crime.” Stansbury, North Carolina Evidence, Second Edition, § 
91. The general rule and the exceptions thereto are set forth fully, 
with copious citations, in State v. McClain, 240 N.C. 171, 81 S.E. 2d 
364, 


[11] Whether Carl was AWOL, a violation of the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C.A. § 886, has no significant relationship 
to whether he committed the crimes for which he was indicted, tried 
and convicted. Conceding, arguendo, it would have been technically 
correct to strike this particular sentence from Carl’s statement, the 
failure to do so cannot be considered prejudicial. It would seem his 
AWOL status could be inferred clearly from evidence admitted 
without objection. In any event, we cannot conceive that the jurors 
could have been affected to any extent by this reference in Carl’s 
statement that he went AWOL on October 18, 1967, from Fort Hood, 
Texas. His entire statement corroborates and in large measure spe- 
cifically confirms the testimony of Mrs. Hargrove. 


[12] “Where there is abundant evidence to support the main con- 
tentions of the state, the admission of evidence, even though tech- 
nically incompetent, will not be held prejudicial when defendant 
does not affirmatively make it appear that he was prejudiced thereby 
or that the admission of the evidence could have affected the result.” 
3 Strong, North Carolina Index 2d, Criminal Law § 169, p. 135. Re- 
cent decisions affirming and applying this rule include the follow- 
ing: State v. Temple, 269 N.C. 57, 66, 152 S.E. 2d 206, 212; Gasque 
v. State, 271 N.C. 323, 340, 156 S.E. 2d 740, 752. Defendant’s (Carl’s) 
assignment of error is without substance and hence without merit. 


Consideration of Carl’s appeal fails to disclose prejudicial error. 


[13] There remains for consideration the impact on Eddie’s con- 
viction of the decision on May 20, 1968, by the Supreme Court of 
the United States, in Bruton v. United States, 391 U.S. 123, 20 L. 
ed. 2d 476, 88 S. Ct. 1620, which, overruling prior decisions, held 
that the extrajudicial confession of a defendant who did not testify 
at trial, which confession incriminated his codefendant, was not ad- 
missible in evidence notwithstanding the presiding judge instructed 
the jury explicitly that it was admitted and to be considered only 
against the confessing defendant. In Roberts v. Russell, 392 U.S. 293, 
20 L. ed. 2d 1100, 88 S. Ct. 1921, the Supreme Court held that 
Bruton is to be applied retroactively. In State v. Fox, 274 N.C. 277, 
163 S.E. 2d 492, where the prior rule in this Jurisdiction and in the 
federal courts and the changes wrought by Bruton are fully dis- 
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cussed by Sharp, J., it is held that Bruton “is binding upon this 
Court. . . .” Accord: State v. Parrish, 275 N.C. 69, 165 S.E. 2d 
230. 


Eddie was tried and convicted in April, 1968, prior to the de- 
cision in Bruton. The record does not show Eddie’s counsel objected 
to the admission of any portion of Carl’s confession other than the 
sentence relating to their status as AWOL. The record contains no 
instruction by the presiding judge that Carl’s confession was ad- 
mitted only as against Carl. Nor does the record show Eddie’s coun- 
sel requested that the court give such instruction. While appropriate 
at that time, such instruction, when tested by Bruton, would have 
been of no avail. 


The assignments of error, in referring to Carl’s confession, are 
concerned only with the sentence relating to their AWOL status. 
Moreover, the brief filed in behalf of Eddie attacks the admissibility 
of Carl’s statement solely on that ground. 


Notwithstanding the foregoing, under the law as established in 
Bruton, Eddie has been denied a constitutional right, namely, ‘the 
Sixth Amendment’s right of an accused to confront the witnesses 
against him,” this being a fundamental right made obligatory on 
the States by the Fourteenth Amendment. Pointer v. Texas, 380 US. 
400, 403, 13 L. ed. 2d 928, 926, 85 S. Ct. 1065, 1068; State v. Foz, 
274 N.C. at 291, 163 S.E. 2d at 502. Consequently, for prejudicial 
error against Eddie on account of the admission of the confession 
of Carl, Eddie must be and is awarded a new trial. 


As to Carl Leonard Williams: No error. 
As to Eddie Joel Williams: New trial. 


BERNICE T. HAGINS v. REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENS- 
BORO, NORTH CAROLINA, A Bopy CorPoRATE 


No, 683 
(Filed 81 January 1969) 


1. Notice § 1— necessity for notice 
The rule that parties to an action are fixed with notice of all motions 
or orders made during the term of court at which the cause is regularly 
ealendared for trial unless actual notice is required by the constitution 
or statute must bend to embrace common sense and fundamental fairness. 
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2. Judgments § 6; Trial § 30— vacating nonsuit judgments during 
term —— notice to plaintiff 
During the term at which he enters judgments of nonsuit in plaintift’s 
actions, trial judge has the authority, upon his own motion and without 
giving notice, to vacate the nonsuits and to restore the cases to the 
docket; but in the absence of official notice that the cases have been re- 
instated, plaintiff is not charged with knowledge of any further proceed- 
ings in the cases. 


3. Infants § 35; Insane Persons § 2— next friend — guardian ad 
litem 
Although technically a next friend represents a plaintiff and a guardian 
ad litem represents a defendant, there is no substantial difference be- 
tween the two, the class of persons for whom next friends and guardians 
ad litem may be appointed being the same. G.S. 1-64, G.S. 1-65. 


4. Insane Persons § 2— jurisdiction to appoint next friend for adult 
plaintiff 

An adult plaintiff who is not an idiot or lunatic must be non compos 

mentis before the court has jurisdiction to appoint a next friend for him. 


5. Notice § 1— necessity of notice in absence of statute 
Notwithstanding the silence of a statute, notice of motion is required 
where a party has a right to resist the relief sought by the motion and 
principles of natural justice demand that his rights be not affected with- 
out an opportunity to be heard. 


6. Insane Persons § 2— appointment of next friend — mental incapac- 
ity — notice and hearing 

When a party’s lack of mental capacity is asserted and denied — and 

the party has not previously been adjudicated incompetent to manage his 

affairs —he is entitled to notice and an opportunity to be heard before 

the judge can appoint either a next friend or a guardian ad litem for him. 


7. Constitutional Law § 24; Damages § 5— due process —right to 
recover damages 
The right to recover damages for injury to one’s property is no less a 
property right than the right to sell or use the property which was dam- 
aged. 


8. Attorney and Client § 3; Constitutional Law § 24— denial of liti- 
gant’s right to conduct lawsuit 
Normally, a litigant has a fundamental right to select the attorney who 
will represent him in his lawsuit, to conduct his litigation according to 
his own judgment and jnclination, and—if the case is to be compro- 
mised — to have it settled upon terms satisfactory to him; if this right is 
taken from him upon a factual finding which he disputes, fundamental 
fairness and the constitutional requirements of due process require that 
he be given an opportunity to defend and be heard. 


9. Insane Persons § 2— appointment of next friend — notice 


A person for whom a next friend or guardian ad litem is proposed is 
entitled to notice as in case of an inquisition of lunacy under G.S. 35-2, 
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and, by analogy to G.S. 1-581, ten days’ notice is appropriate unless the 
court, for good cause, should prescribe a shorter period. 


Insane Persons § 2— appointment of next friend — necessity for 
hearing 

Where the party for whom a next friend or guardian ad litem is pro- 
posed does not deny at the hearing the allegation that he is incompetent, 
and the judge is satisfied that the application is made in good faith and 
that the party is non compos mentis, the judge may proceed to appoint a 
next friend to act for him: but if the party asserts his competency, he is 
entitled to have the issue determined as provided in G.S. 35-2. 


Insane Persons § 2— appointment of next friend — validity of ap- 
pointment 

Where plaintiff has had neither notice that her competency to manage 
her affairs was challenged nor an opportunity to be heard on the issue, 
order of trial court appointing an attorney as her next friend is void, and 
the attorney’s settlements of her actions against a redevelopment commis- 
sion for the destruction of her property are not binding upon her, notwith- 
standing they were approved by the court. 


- Insane Persons § 2— necessity for next friend — cases of emerg- 


ency 

An inquisition is not always a condition precedent for the appointment 
of a next friend or a guardian ad litem, as where, in an emergency, it is 
necessary, pendente lite, to safeguard the property of a person non compos 
mentis whose incompetency has not been adjudicated, 


. Insane Persons § 2— appointment of next friend — criterion of 


mental incompetency 

The law will not deprive a person of the control of his lawsuit or his 
property unless he is “incompetent from want of understanding to manage 
his own affairs,” G.S. 85-2; the words “affairs’’ encompasses a person’s 
entire property and business —not just. one transaction or one piece of 
property to which he may have a unique attachment. 


Insane Persons § 2— appointment of next friend — criterion of 
mental incompetency 

Incompetency to administer one’s property depends upon the general 
frame and habit of mind and not upon specific actions such as may be re- 
flected by eccentricities, prejudices, or the holding of particular beliefs. 


Insane Persons § 2— appointment of next friend 

To authorize the appointment of next friend or guardian ad litem it is 
not enough to show that another might manage a man’s proporty more 
wisely or efficiently than he himself. 


Constitutional Law § 21— incident of private property — right 
to expend for lost causes 

It is one of the incidents of the cherished right of private property that 
ordinarily an individual may expend his property in fighting a lost cause 
or for any legal purpose whatever. 
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17. Insane Persons § 2— “incompetent from want of understanding to 
manage his own affairs” 


It is not possible to frame a definition of the phrase “incompetent from 


want of understanding to manage his own affairs,” G.S. 35-2, which will 
include every aberration which might produce the incompetency to which 
reference is made. 


18. Insane Persons § 2— _ essentials of mental incompetency 


A person is incompetent to manage his affairs if his mental condition is 
such that he is incapable of transacting the ordinary business involved 
in taking care of his property and if he is incapable of exercising rational 
judgment and weighing the consequences of his acts upon himself, his 
family, his property and estate. G.S. 35-2. 


19. Insane Persons § 2— _ essentials of mental competency 
If a person understands what is necessarily required for the manage- 
ment of his ordinary business affairs and is able to perform those acts 
with reasonable continuity, if he comprehends the effect of what he does, 
and can exercise his own will, he is not jacking in understanding within 
the meaning of the law and he eannot be deprived of the control of his 
litigation or property. G.S. 35-2, 


APPEAL by plaintiff from the decision of the Court of Appeals 
(reported in 1 N.C. App. 40, 159 S.E. 2d 584) affirming the judgment 
of Crissman, J., entered at the 2 October 1967 Civil Session of GuiL- 
FORD, Greensboro Division. 


Plaintiff-landowner (Hagins) instituted this action to recover 
$407,460.00 as damages for the premature destruction of buildings 
upon her two lots, subsequently condemned by defendant, Rede- 
velopment Commission of Greensboro, North Carolina (Commis- 
sion). The chronicle of Commission’s attempts to acquire Hagins’ 
property for the purpose of slum clearance is fully set out in Rede- 
velopment Commission v. Hagins, 258 N.C. 220, 128 S.E. 2d 391; 
Redevelopment Commission v. Hagins, 267 N.C. 622, 148 S.E. 2d 
585, cert. denied, 385 U.S. 952, 17 L. Ed. 2d 280, 87 S. Ct. 332, 


Commission’s efforts to acquire plaintiff's property began on 7 
August 1961, when it instituted condemnation proceedings under the 
“Urban Redevelopment Law,” G.S. 160-454 et seg. Hagins, in an 
answer which she herself prepared, alleged that her buildings were 
not dilapidated and that Commission had no power to condemn her 
land. The Superior Court, after extensive hearings, upheld Commis- 
sion’s right of eminent domain and, at the 26 April 1962 Session, ad- 
judged that title to the premises be transferred to Commission. Upon 
Hagin’s appeal, this Court held that Commission’s petitions were 
fatally defective and reversed the judgment of the Superior Court. 
Redevelopment Commission v. Hagins, 258 N.C. 220, 128 S.E. 2d 
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391 (filed 12 December 1962). While that appeal was pending, on 
or about 24 May 1962, Commission demolished the buildings upon 
Hagins’ lots. 


On 14 January 1963, Commission brought a second condemnation 
proceeding to acquire title to Hagins’ lots. Thereafter, on 14 May 
1963, plaintiff began this action to recover both compensatory and 
punitive damages from Commission for the destruction of the im- 
provements upon the lots. 


Before razing the buildings, Commission had the personal prop- 
erty located therein removed and stored by corporations which are, 
along with Commission, defendants in two other actions instituted 
by Hagins: Hagins v. Aero Mayflower Transit Co., Inc., Champion 
Storage & Trucking Co., Inc., & Redevelopment Commission of 
Greensboro, and Hagins v. South Atlantic Bonded Warehouse Cor- 
poration, Allied Van Lines, Inc., Redevelopment Commission of 
Greensboro. These two cases, also before us on appeal (Nos. 684 & 
685), involve the same question herein presented. Hagins instituted 
a fourth suit (Superior Court Docket No. 5045) against the Sheriff 
of Guilford County, two of his deputies, and the surety on his official 
bond to recover damages for the removal of her property. This case 
is not before us. 


In Commission’s second condemnation proceeding the jury 
awarded Hagins $3,000.00 as just compensation for the land em- 
braced within the boundaries of the two lots. From the judgment on 
the verdict, Hagins appealed. In a decision, filed 16 June 1966 and 
reported in 267 N.C. 622, 148 S.E. 2d 585, we held this proceeding 
to be valid and affirmed the judgment decreeing that Commission 
had acquired fee simple title to the lots. That opinion noted the 
pendency of this action for damages. 


This and the three other cases enumerated above were calendared 
for trial 23 January 1967, Monday of the second week of a two 
weeks’ civil session. On that day Hagins’ counsel, Samuel 8. Mitchell 
and Earl Whitted, Jr., informed the presiding judge, Honorable 
Walter E. Crissman, that Hagins had notified them she was sick 
and unable to attend court. However, on the following morning, 24 
January 1967, she was present at the opening of court and presented 
Judge Crissman with a letter in which she complained that her two 
attorneys had failed to keep her informed of developments in her 
litigation. She requested the judge to dismiss them from her case and 
to require them to return the fee which she had paid them. In re- 
sponse to the court’s direct question, she said she was firing her law- 
yers. With reference to events occurring immediately thereafter, the 
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agreed case on appeal recites that, “after the discharge of her coun- 
sel,” the court advised Hagins that she could proceed with the trial 
of this action. When she replied that she was not prepared to pro- 
ceed to trial, Judge Crissman entered a judgment of nonsuit in this 
and the other three cases. At the same time he advised Hagins that 
she would have one year from the date of the nonsuit in which to re- 
institute the actions if she desired to do so. 


On 25 January 1967, Attorneys Whitted and Mitchell each filed 
an affidavit with the Superior Court. Whitted averred that Hagins 
could not accept the fact that Commission had condemned her land; 
that she was not interested in compensation but only in recovering 
her land. In his opinion, ‘“Hagins has a fixation about this case be- 
yond which she will not go; that she will neither hsten to the advice 
of counsel nor to reason or understanding; that she is both Hlogical 
and incapable of handling her affairs in this matter.” Mitchell averred 
that he had found Hagins “to be mentally aware and alert in all 
matters, excepting in regards to her relationship to her land, which 
was recently condemned .. .”; that with reference to her claims 
arising out of the condemnation proceedings he had found her ‘to 
be totally irrational”; that she has neither the willingness nor the 
capacity to unclerstand the efiect of the Judgment of nonsuit which 
the court had entered; that he and his associate had many times at- 
tempted to explain these circumstances to her; that she “is so ob- 
sessed with the repossession of her condemned land that her ability 
to manage her claims for damages for the taking is nonexistent.” 


On 26 January 1967, in the exercise of his discretion and without 
notice to Hagins, Judge Crissman set aside the Judgment of nonsuit 
in this and the other three cases and continued them for the term. 
On the same day, in an order reciting that he acted upon the affi- 
davits filed by Mitchell and Whitted, upon his own observation of 
Hagins, and upon certain other facts (evidence of which does not 
appear in the record), Judge Crissman found “that the Plaintiff in 
this action is completely incapable of protecting her own rights, is 
ignorant of court procedure, and that her actions have been detri- 
mental to her own interests; . . . (that) the Court Ex Mero Motu 
finds it imperative to appoint a next friend for this Plaintiff to look 
after and manage her affairs in the present litigation.” He there- 
upon appointed Joseph Franks, Jr. (Franks), next friend for Hagins 
in this and the other three cases “for the sole purpose of inquiring 
into her cause of action, to consider all elements of damage and offers 
to settle, to pursue all remedies offered by law to the end that Plain- 
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tiff’s property and personal rights are protected in full, and that her 
best interests be protected, as provided by law.” 


The record discloses that “the plaintiff did not know of this ac- 
tion by the court until the following Monday when she read it in the 
newspaper.” At that time the term of court at which Judge Criss- 
man’s orders had been made had ended. 


On 10 March 1967, Joseph Franks, Jr., filed an affidavit in which 
he reported to the court the following information: On 30 January 
1967, he had advised Hagins by telephone that the court had ap- 
pointed him next friend to protect her interest in her four actions. 
He had attempted to confer with her, but she kept no appointment 
made for that purpose. After making a thorough investigation into 
the law and facts pertaining to her pending suits, the details of which 
he enumerated, he had conferred with the attorneys for the defense 
and had entered into negotiations with Commission for a settlement. 
Commission had offered to pay the costs of the actions, to pay Hagins 
$40,000.00 in full settlement of all of her claims against it, and to 
pay South Atlantic Bonded Warehouse Corporation $2,235.23, and 
to pay Champion Storage & Trucking Company $617.62 for moving 
and storage bills. In Frank’s opinion, this was a fair and reasonable 
settlement and in Hagins’ best interest. In his opinion, Hagins had 
no cause of action against the Sheriff of Guilford County (Case No. 
5045). He recommended to the court (1) that he be authorized to 
accept Commission’s offer of settlement; (2) that the cases against 
South Atlantic Bonded Warehouse Corporation and Allied Van Lines, 
Inc., Aero Mayflower Transit Company, Inc., and Champion Stor- 
age & Trucking Company, Inc., be retained on the trial docket for 
final disposition; (3) and that Case No. 5045 be nonsuited. 


On the day he filed the foregoing affidavit, Franks mailed a copy 
to Hagins, together with a copy of the order of 26 January 1967 ap- 
pointing him her next friend. He also informed her by letter that, 
on 15 March 1967 at 9:30 a.m., he would appear before Judge Criss- 
man and ask him to approve the proposed settlement. He requested 
her to be present. She did not appear. 


On 17 March 1967, acting upon the affidavit and recommendation 
of Franks, Judge Crissman signed a judgment approving the pro- 
posed settlement and decreeing that upon Commission’s payment 
of $40,000.00 into the court for the use and benefit of Hagins, of 
$2,235.23 to Atlantic Bonded Warehouse Corporation, of $617.62 to 
Champion Storage & Trucking Company, Inc., and the cost of the 
action, Commission would be released from all liability to Hagins 
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in this and any other actions growing out of the taking of her prop- 
erty. 


On 21 March 1967, Franks mailed Hagins a copy of the judg- 
ment and advised her by letter that, m addition to the payments 
specified in the judgment, Commission would pay all fees which she 
owed Mitchell and Whitted; that Franks’ compensation as next 
friend would be deducted from the $40,000.00 which she had recov- 
ered; and that Case No. 5045 had been nonsuited. He also advised 
her that Commission would no longer be responsible for the cost of 
storing her personal property in the storage warehouses. 


Thereafter, Franks petitioned the court for an allowance for his 
services as next friend. He mailed Hagins a copy of the petition and 
notified her that, on 14 April 1967 at 9:30 a.m., he would present 
the petition to Judge Crissman. On 18 May 1967, Judge Crissman 
signed an order allowing Franks a fee of $1,000.00 for his services 
in negotiating the settlement. 


On 20 June 1967, through her present counsel, Comer and Harrel- 
son, Hagins filed a motion to vacate the appointment of Franks as 
her next friend, together with all judgments and orders entered sub- 
sequent to his appointment on 26 January 1967. She asserted that 
his appointment and subsequent actions were void because, in vio- 
lation of the due-process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and 
Section 17, Article I of the Constitution of North Carolina, (1) he 
was appointed without notice to her and without a judicial determi- 
nation that she was an idiot, lunatic or person non compos mentts; 
(2) she was sut juris and is now, and was then, capable of manag- 
ing her affairs; (3) the settlement of her claim of $407,460.00 against 
Commission for $40,000.00 deprived her of her property without due 
process of law. 


This motion came on for hearing before Crissman, J., at the 2 
October 1967 Civil Session. He denied the motion, and Hagins ap- 
pealed to the Court of Appeals, which affirmed his judgment. From 
its decision Hagins appealed to this Court as a matter of right. 


Comer & Harrelson for plaintiff appellant. 
Cannon, Wolfe, Coggin & Taylor for defendant appellee. 


SHARP, J. 


Plaintiff Hagins asserts (1) that she was deprived of due process 
when the court, after nonsuiting her four cases and advising her 
that she would have one year in which to reinstitute the actions, va- 
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cated the judgments of nonsuit and, without notice to her, appointed 
Franks as her next friend; and (2) that Franks’ appointment was 
void and his purported settlement of her cases, although approved 
by the court, is not binding upon her. 


Defendant’s position is (1) that plaintiff was charged with notice 
of the orders vacating the judgments of nonsuit and appointing 
Franks as her next friend because they were entered during the term 
at which the cases were calendared for trial; (2) that the judge was 
not required to give plaintiff notice that he, ex mero motu, was con- 
templating the appointment of a next friend to conduct her litiga- 
tion; (3) that G.S. 1-64 empowered the judge to make the appoint- 
ment upon any evidence or facts coming to his attention which con- 
vinced him she was not competent to manage her litigation; and (4) 
that the law authorized the next friend, with the court’s approval, to 
settle plaintiff’s litigation. 


This crucial question is presented: Was plaintiff entitled to ac- 
tual notice and an opportunity to be heard upon the issue of her 
mental competency before the judge was empowered to appoint a 
next friend to take charge of her litigation? 


[1] If the answer to the foregoing question is Yus, the fact that 
the order appointing the next friend was made at term is irrelevant. 
However, at the outset, we deem it desirable to dispose of defend- 
ant’s first contention. In doing so we note the two well-established 
rules of practice and procedure upon which defendant relies: (1) 
During a term of court all judgments and orders are in filer, and, 
except for those entered by consent, may be opened, modified, or 
vacated by the court upon its own motion. Shaver v. Shaver, 248 
N.C. 118, 102 S.E. 2d 791; Hoke v. Greyhound Corporation, 227 N.C. 
374, 42 S.E. 2d 407; 5 N.C. Index 2d, Judgments $ 6 (1968). (2) 
Unless actual notice of a particular motion is required by the con- 
stitution or statute, parties to an action are fixed with notice of all 
motions or orders made during the term of court at which the cause 
is regularly calendared for trial. Insurance Co. v. Sheek, 272 N.C. 
484, 158 S.E. 2d 635; Speas v. Ford, 258 N.C. 770, 117 S.E. 2d 784; 
Collins v. Highway Commission, 237 N.C. 277, 74 S.E. 2d 709; Har- 
ris v. Board of Education, 217 N.C. 281, 7 S.E. 2d 588. This rule 
with reference to constructive notice, however, bends to embrace 
common sense and fundamental fairness. For instance, in Long v. 
Cole, 74 N.C. 267, an order made at term was subsequently set 
aside, ‘the order being made at midnight, when the plaintiff was ab- 
sent, and did not know, and had no reason to believe that the Court 
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was in session, and his counsel not being able to attend. . . .” Id. 
at 269. See also Sircey v. Rees, 155 N.C. 296, 71 S8.E. 310. 


[2] Under rule (1) noted above, during the term at which he had 
entered the judgments of nonsuit, Judge Crissman had the authority, 
upon his own motion and without giving notice, to vacate the non- 
suits and to restore the cases to the docket. See Collins v. Highway 
Commission, supra at 282, 74 S.E. 2d at 714. Hagins, however, was 
entitled to immediate official notice that the cases had been rein- 
stated. In the absence of such notice she was not charged with knowl- 
edge of any further proceedings in the cases. Between the time the 
actions were nonsuited and reinstated they were no longer pending, 
Burton v. Reidsville, 243 N.C. 405, 90 S.E. 2d 700, and plaintiff was 
not required to maintain a constant vigil until the court adjourned 
for the term lest the judgments of nonsuit be vacated without notice 
to her. As Ervin, Jr., pointed out in Collins v. Highway Commassion, 
supra, if the law “is to be a practical instrument for the administra- 
tion of justice,” it cannot “require parties to abandon their ordinary 
callings, and dance ‘continuous or perpetual attendance’ on a court” 
simply because they have a case pending, Id. at 281, 74 5.E. 2d at 
713 —a fortiori, if the case has been terminated by a judgment of 
nonsuit and is no longer pending. 


Preliminary to a consideration of the question presented, we cor- 
relate the facts: Hagins is an adult. She denies that she is incompe- 
tent. She has never been committed to a mental hospital. She has 
never been adjudged insane in any eivil or criminal action nor has 
she been adjudged incompetent from want of understanding to man- 
age her affairs in a proceeding under G.S. 35-2. She is not an inebri- 
ate. All the evidence tends to show that. if she is mentally disordered 
or lacks mental capacitv, her want of understanding is confined to 
one subject — her land and Commission’s power to condemn it. On 
this subject, her former attorneys declare that she is “totally irra- 
tional” and ‘is so obsessed with the repossession of her condemned 
land” that she has “neither the willingness nor the capacity to un- 
derstand” and manage her claims for damages; as to all other mat- 
ters, she is “mentally aware and alert.” 


We next consider the applicable statutes. G.S. 1-64 provides in 
pertinent part: “In actions and special proceedings when any of the 
parties plaintiff are infants, idiots, lunatics, or persons non compos 
mentis . . . they must appear by their general or testamentary 
guardian, if they have any within the State; but .. . if there is 
no such guardian, then said persons may appear by their next friend. 

“> GS. 1-65 authorizes the court to appoint a guardian ad 
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litem for any defendant who is an infant, idiot, lunatic, or person 
non compos mentis and without a general guardian. 


The only stated procedure for the appointment of a next friend 
appears in Superior Court Rule 16, “Next Friend-—- How Appointed: 
In all cases where it is proposed that infants shall sue by their next 
friend, the court shall appoint such next friend, upon the written 
application of a reputable, disinterested person closely connected 
with such infant; but if such person will not apply, then, upon the 
like application of some reputable citizen; and the court shall make 
such appointment only after due inquiry as to the fitness of the per- 
son to be appointed.” N.C. Gen. Stat. Vol. 4A, p. 204 (1955). 


Chapter 35, Article 2, of the N. C. General Statutes provides for 
guardianship and management of the estates of incompetents. In be- 
half of a person deemed “a mental defective, inebriate, or mentally 
disordered or incompetent from want of understanding to manage 
his own affairs,’ G.S. 35-2 authorizes any person to file with the 
Clerk of the Superior Court of the county in which the “supposed 
mentally disordered person” resides a duly verified petition setting 
forth the facts. Thereafter, “upon notice to the supposed mental de- 
fective,’ a jury of twelve inquires into the mental state of the al- 
leged incompetent. If the jury finds him “to be a mental defective,” 
the Clerk proceeds to appoint a guardian for him. 


G.S. 35-2.1 authorizes the Clerk to appoint a guardian or trustee 
for any person whom a Jury, in either a criminal or a civil case, has 
found to be insane or incompetent to conduct business. G.S. 35-3 em- 
powers the Clerk to appoint a guardian for any “idiot, lunatic, or in- 
sane person” confined in a State-supervised hospital for the insane 
upon the certificate of its superintendent declaring such person “to 
be of insane mind and memory or mentally retarded.” However, be- 
fore any person can be committed to a mental hospital, over his or 
his family’s objection, G.S. 122-58 declares that he must be given a 
hearing as provided in G.S. 122-63. 


From the foregoing statutes, it is apparent that the jurisdictional 
facts which would authorize the Clerk of the Superior Court to ap- 
point a general guardian or trustee for plaintiff do not exist. What 
facts will authorize the judge to appoint a next friend? 


[3, 4] In Orr v. Beachboard, 199 N.C. 276, 154 S.E. 311, after 
the defendant had filed answer, he was adjudged insane and com- 
mitted to the State Hospital. Therein he recovered his sanity and was 
officially discharged from the hospital as cured. Approximately one 
month thereafter the court appointed a guardian ad lttem for him 
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under C.S. 451 (now G.S. 1-65). In holding the appointment of the 
guardian ad litem void and the acts not binding upon the defend- 
ant, this Court said: “C.8., 451, empowers the court to appoint a 
guardian ad litem for infants, idiots, lunatics, or persons non compos 
mentis. . . . [A|t the time the guardian ad litem was appointed 
the defendant did not fall within the classification provided in the 
statute, and there was no authority or warrant of law for such ap- 
pointment.” Id. at 278, 154 S.E. at 312. Although technically a next 
friend represents a plaintiff and a guardian ad litem represents a de- 
fendant, we note that there is no substantial difference between the 
two. 44 C.J.S. Insane Persons §$ 140 (1945). The respective classes of 
persons for whom next friends and guardians ad litem may be ap- 
pointed are the same. G.S. 1-64 and 1-65. 


[4] The effect of Orr v. Beachboard is that an adult plaintiff who 
is not an idiot or lunatic must be non compos mentis before the court 
has jurisdiction to appoint a next friend for him. How, then, must 
the incompetency of a party-litigant be established in order to meet 
constitutional requirements of due process? 


Neither G.S. 1-64 nor Superior Court Rule 16 contains any pro- 
vision for notice to the party for whom it is suggested that a next 
friend be appointed. Furthermore, no procedure is specified for ad- 
judicating a dispute over a party’s infancy or his competency to con- 
duct his litigation. Perhaps the explanation for these omissions is 
(1) the fact of infancy is rarely disputed and, if it is, age can ordi- 
narily be established by an official reeord, and (2) a person non 
compos mentis who owns property will ordinarily be represented by 
a general guardian. Neither a next friend nor a guardian ad Ittem 
has authority to receive money or administer the litigant’s property. 
His powers are coterminous with the beginning and end of the liti- 
gation in which he is appointed. Teele v. Kerr, 261 N.C. 148, 134 
S.E. 2d 126. 


f5, 6] Notwithstanding the silence of a statute, “notice of mo- 
tion is required where a party has a right to resist the relief sought 
by the motion and principles of natural justice demand that his 
rights be not affected without an opportunity to be heard. . . .” 
60 C.J.S. Motions and Orders § 15 (1949). “[F]rom the earliest times 
the common law and the course of the legislation in common-law 
states has guarded sedulously the right of persons accused of incom- 
petency of any kind to traverse the inquisition or other proceeding 
in the nature of one de lunatico inquirendo.” In Re Haynes’ Will, 
143 N.Y.S. 570, 572 (1913). See also Abrons v. Abrons, 24 A.D. 2d 
970, 265 N.Y.S. 2d 381 (1965). It is clear, therefore, that when a 
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party’s lack of mental capacity is asserted and denied — and he has 
not previously been adjudicated incompetent to manage his affairs 
—he is entitled to notice and an opportunity to be heard before the 
judge can appoint either a next friend or a guardian ad litem for 
him. See Surety Co. v. Sharpe, 232 N.C. 98, 104, 59 S.E. 2d 958, 597; 
McMillan v. Robeson County, 262 N.C. 413, 417, 187 S.E. 2d 105, 
108; Annot., 23 A.L.R. 594 (1928). 


[7, 8] The right to recover damages for injury to one’s property 
is no less a property right than the right to sell or use the property 
which was damaged. Normally, a litigant has a fundamental right 
to select the attorney who will represent him in his lawsuit, to con- 
duct his litigation according to his own judgment and inclination, 
and —if the case is to be compromised —to have it settled upon 
terms which are satisfactory to him. If this right is taken from him 
upon a factual finding which he disputes, fundamental fairness and 
the constitutional requirements of due process require that he be 
given an opportunity to defend and be heard. Graham v. Graham, 
40 Wash. 2d 64, 240 P. 2d 564 (1952). Accord, East Paterson v. 
Karkus, 186 N.J. Eq. 286, 41 A. 2d 332 (1945); 44 CJS. Insane 
Persons § 148(b), p. 308 (1945). ““‘Where the claim or defense turns 
upon a factual adjudication, the constitutional right of the litigant 
to an adequate and fair hearing requires that he be apprised of all 
the evidence received by the court and given an opportunity to test, 
explain, or rebut it.” In Re Custody of Gupton, 238 N.C. 303, 304, 
77 S.E. 2d 716, 717-18; Accord: In Re Wilson, 257 N.C. 598, 126 S.E. 
2d 489; Eason v. Spence, 232 N.C. 579, 61 S.E. 2d 717. 


(9, 10] It follows, therefore, that a person for whom a next friend 
or guardian ad litem is proposed is entitled to notice as in case of 
an inquisition of lunacy under G.S. 35-2. This statute does not spec~ 
ify the time but, by analogy to G.S. 1-581, ten days’ notice would 
be appropriate unless the court, for good cause, should prescribe a 
shorter period. If, at the time appointed for the hearing, the party 
does not deny the allegation that he is incompetent, and the judge 
is satisfied that the application is made in good faith and that the 
party is non compos mentis, the Judge may proceed to appoint a 
next friend to act for him. If, however, he asserts his competency, 
he is entitled to have the issue determined as provided in GS, 35-2. 
See Graham v. Graham, supra; East Paterson v. Karkus, supra; 
Kalanianaole v. Liliuokalant, 23 Haw. 457 (1916). 


[11] Plaintiff Hagins has had neither notice that her competency 
to manage her affairs was challenged nor an opportunity to be heard 
on the issue. Consequently, the order appointing Franks as her next 
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friend was void and his settlements of her actions, notwithstanding 
they were approved by the court, are not binding upon her. 


The cases of Moore v. Lewis, 250 N.C. 77, 108 S.E. 2d 26; Ab- 
bott v. Hancock, 123 N.C. 99, 31 S.E. 268; Smith v. Smith, 106 N.C. 
498, 11 8.E. 188; and Tate v. Mott, 96 N.C. 19, 2 S8.E. 176, cited by 
defendant as authority for its contention that an inquisition to de- 
termine sanity was not a condition precedent to the appointment of 
a next friend for Hagins, involve factual situations not comparable 
to those we have considered. The holdings do not conflict with de- 
cision here. 


In Moore v. Lewis, supra (a proceeding for partition), a guard- 
ian ad litem had been appointed for Lewis upon the affidavit of a 
disinterested person. Notwithstanding, Lewis employed counsel of 
his own choosing and filed an answer. Thereafter he defended the 
action in his own name, and the guardian ad litem took no further 
part in the proceedings. Upon appeal Lewis contended, inter alia, 
that the order appointing a guardian ad litem for him was invalid 
and rendered all subsequent proceedings void. This Court, while 
specifically recognizing the right of an alleged incompetent who ob- 
jected to the appointment of a guardian ad litem to be heard with 
respect to his need for one, held that the failure of the court, ez 
mero motu, to enter an order vacating the appointment was imma- 
terial, since the defendant, and not the guardian ad htem, had actu- 
ally defended the case. In Abbott v. Hancock, supra, the attack 
upon the appointment of a next friend for the plaintiff was made 
by the defendant, whose demurrer admitted that the plaintiff was 
insane and confined in an asylum. In Smith v. Smith, supra, the 
plaintiff himself did not contest the appointment of his next friend, 
and Tate v. Mott, supra, involved only minors. 


[12] Situations comparable to the one presented by the instant 
case will not often arise. Upon the facts of this case we hold that 
an inquisition must be held before the court can appoint a next 
friend for plaintiff Hagins. However, an inquisition is not always a 
condition precedent for the appointment of a next friend or a guard- 
ian ad ltem. In an emergency, when it is necessary, pendente lite, 
to safeguard the property of a person non compos mentis whose in- 
competency has not been adjudicated, the protection of the court 
may be invoked in his behalf by one acting as next friend. The rea- 
sons for allowing this procedure are well stated by Sir G. Jessel, M. 
R., in Jones v. Lloyd, 18 L.R. Eq. 268 (1874): “If this were not the 
law, anybody might at his will and pleasure commit waste on a 
lunatic’s property or do damage or serious injury and annoyance 
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to him or his property, without there being any remedy whatever. 
: [E]verybody knows it takes a considerable time to make a 
man a lunatic by inquisition, and his family sometimes hesitate 
about making him a lunatic, or hope for his recovery, and take care 
of him in the meantime without applying for a commission in lun- 
acy. Is it to be tolerated that any person can injure him or his 
property without there being any power in any Court of justice to 
restrain such injury? Is it to be said that a man may cut down trees 
on the property of a person in this unfortunate state, and that be- 
cause no effort of his can be made, no member of his family can file 
a bill in his name as a next friend, to prevent that injury? Is it to 
be allowed that a man may make away with the share of a lunatic 
in a partnership business, or take away the trust property in which 
he is interested, without this Court being able to extend its protec- 
tion to him by granting an injunction at the suit of the lunatic by 
a next friend, because he is not found so by inquisition? I take it 
those propositions, when stated, really furnish a complete answer to 
the suggestion that he cannot maintain such a suit.” Id. at 275. See 
Smith v. Smith, supra at 503, 11 8.E. at 189, where a portion of the 
above quotation appears. 


Obviously, however, it is ordinarily desirable that an incompe- 
tent’s litigation be conducted by a general guardian, who, be- 
ing in control of all his ward’s affairs, can relate the effect of the 
litigation to the incompetent’s entire estate. 


[13] We, of course, express no opinion as to whether plaintiff is 
incompetent to manage her litigation. However, an application for 
the appointment of a next friend or a general guardian may yet be 
made for her. Therefore, in view of the assertion that plaintiff’s want 
of understanding is confined to only one subject —her land, which 
Commission has condemned —we deem it appropriate to consider 
when a person is non compos mentis within the meaning of GS, 
1-64 and G.S. 35-2. While there are varying degrees of mental in- 
adequacy, the law will not (and should not) deprive a person of 
the control of his lawsuit or his property unless he is “incompetent 
from want of understanding to manage his own affiairs.” This is the 
criterion fixed by G.S. 35-2, and we understand the word affairs 
to encompass a person’s entire property and business — not just one 
transaction or one piece of property to which he may have a unique 
attachment. 


[14, 15] Incompetency to administer one’s property “obviously 
depends upon the general frame and habit of mind, and not upon 
specific actions, such as may be reflected by eccentricities, prejudices, 
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or the holding of particular beliefs.” 29 Am. Jur. Insane Persons § 
7 (1960). Eccentricity, like profligacy, may coexist with the ability 
to manage one’s property. Likewise, to authorize the appointment 
of next friend or guardian ad htem, it is not enough to show that 
another might manage a man’s property more wisely or efficiently 
than he himself. Annot., 9 A.L.R. 3d 774 (1966). 


[16] Many a man has prosecuted a lawsuit to his detriment or 
ruin, his ordinary caution and good judgment warped by prejudice, 
spite, or a stubborn purpose to vindicate “the principle of the thing.” 
His attorneys and the court may have been entirely convinced that 
he was blindly and contumaciously refusing to settle his case upon 
terms which were obviously advantageous to him—and they may 
have been right. Yet ‘no man shall be interferred with in his per- 
sonal or property rights by the government, under the exercise of its 
parental authority, until the actual and positive necessity therefor 
is shown to exist.” Schick v. Stuhr, 120 Iowa 396, 398, 94 N.W. 915, 
916 (1903). It is one of the incidents of the cherished right of pri- 
vate property that ordinarily an individual may expend his property 
in fighting a lost cause or for any legal purpose whatever. 


[17] We have found no completely satisfactory definition of the 
phrase “incompetent from want of understanding to manage his 
own affairs.” Furthermore, we do not believe it is possible to frame 
a definition which will include every aberration which might pro- 
duce the incompetency to which reference is made. The facts in 
every case will be different and competency or incompetency will 
depend upon the individual’s “general frame and habit of mind.” 
As pointed out in In Re Anderson, 1382 N.C. 248, 43 S.E. 649, mere 
weakness of mind will not be sufficient to put a person among those 
who are incompetent to manage their own affairs. At the time An- 
derson was decided The Code § 1670 (now, as amended, G.S. 35-2) 
applied to “an idiot, inebriate, or lunatic, or incompetent from want 
of understanding to manage his own affairs.” In 1945, the legislature 
deleted the words “idiot” and “lunatic” from the statute and substi- 
tuted therefor “mental defective’ and “mentally disordered” re- 
spectively. S.L. 1945 Ch. 952. Therefore, the statement in Ander- 
son that the fourth class of persons listed in The Code § 1670 were 
“embraced under the head of lunatics” and that “their want of un- 
derstanding in order to render them incompetent to manage their 
own affairs must be complete” is no longer correct. 


(18, 19] Under GS. 35-2, as presently written, if a person’s men- 
tal condition is such that he is incapable of transacting the ordinary 
business involved in taking care of his property, if he is incapable 
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of exercising rational judgment and weighing the consequences of 
his acts upon himself, his family, his property and estate, he is in- 
competent to manage his affairs. On the other hand, if he under- 
stands what is required for the management of his ordinary busi- 
ness affairs and is able to perform those acts with reasonable con- 
tinuity, 1f he comprehends the effect of what he does, and can exer- 
cise his own will, he is not lacking in understanding within the mean- 
ing of the law, and he cannot be deprived of the control of his litiga- 
tion or property. See Annot., 9 A.L.R. 38d 774 (1966); Schick v. Stuhr, 
supra. 

For the errors specified herein, the decision of the Court of Ap- 
peals is reversed, and the cause is remanded to that Court with the 
direction that it vacate the judgment of the Superior Court from 
which plaintiff appealed and remand the case to that court for such 
further proceedings, consistent with the legal principles herein enun- 
ciated, as may be initiated. 

Error and remanded. 


BERNICE T. HAGINS v. AERO MAYFLOWER TRANSIT CO., INC.; CHAM- 
PION STORAGE AND TRUCKING COMPANY, INCORPORATED, anv 
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 


No. 684 
(Filed 31 January 1969) 


APPEAL by plaintiff from the decision of the Court of Appeals 
(reported in 1 N.C. App. 51, 159 S.E. 2d 592) affirming the judg- 
ment of Crissman, J., entered at the 2 October 1967 Civil Session 
of GuiL_rorD, Greensboro Division. 


Comer & Harrelson for plaintiff appellant. 


McLendon, Brim, Brooks, Pierce & Daniels by Edgar B. Fisher, 
Jr., for Aero Mayflower Transit Company, Inc., and Champion Stor- 
age and Trucking Company, Inc., defendant appellees. 


Cannon, Wolfe, Coggin & Taylor for Redevelopment Commis- 
sion of Greensboro, defendant appellee. 


Per CURIAM. 


This is a companion case to Hagins v. Redevelopment Commis- 
ston, decided this day and reported ante 90. It is referred to in 
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sufficient detail in the statement of facts in that case to disclose that 
decision there controls decision here. See also the statement of facts 
preceding the final four paragraphs in the opinion of the Court of 
Appeals. 1 N.C. App. 51, 55, 159 S.E. 2d 592, 595. 


For the reasons stated in Hagins v. Redevelopment Commassion, 
the decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed, and this cause 1s 
remanded to that Court with the direction that it vacate the judg- 
ment of the Superior Court from which plaintiff appealed and re- 
mand the case to that court for such further proceedings, consistent 
with the legal principles herein enunciated, as may be initiated. 


Error and remanded. 


a 


BERNICE T. HAGINS vy. SOUTH ATLANTIC BONDED WAREHOUSE 
CORPORATION, ALLIED VAN LINES, INC., ann REDEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 


No. 685 


(Filed 31 January 1969) 


AppraL by plaintiff from the decision of the Court of Appeals 
(reported in 1 N.C. App. 56, 159 S.E. 2d 596) affirming the judg- 
ment of Crissman, J., entered at the 2 October 1967 Civil Session of 
GuILForD, Greensboro Division. 


Comer & Harrelson for plaintiff appellant. 


D. Newton Farnell, Jr., Jordan, Wright, Nichols, Caffrey & Hill 
for South Atlantic Bonded Warehouse Corporation and Allied Van 
Lines, Inc., defendant appellees. 


Cannon, Wolfe, Coggin & Taylor for Redevelopment Commis- 
ston of Greensboro, defendant appellee. 


PER CURIAM. 


This is a companion case to Hagins v. Redevelopment Commis- 
sion, decided this day and reported ante 90. It is referred to in 
sufficient detail in the statement of facts in that case to disclose that 
decision there controls decision here. See also the statement of facts 
preceding the final five paragraphs in the opinion of the Court of 
Appeals. 1 N.C. App. 56, 61, 159 S.E. 2d 596, 600. 
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For the reasons stated in Hagins v. Redevelopment Commission, 
the decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed, and this cause is 
remanded to that Court with the direction that it vacate the judg- 
ment of the Superior Court from which plaintiff appealed and re- 
mand the case to that court for such further proceedings, consistent 
with the legal principles herein enunciated, as may be initiated. 


Error and remanded. 





STATE v. ERVIN MERCER 
No. 251 


(Filed 381 January 1969) 


1. Homicide § 26— second degree murder — instructions 
In a homicide prosecution, an instruction to the eftect that once a kill- 
ing with a deadly weapon is established, it is murder in the second degree 
at least, is incomplete and inaccurate and is not cured by an instruction 
upon the presuniptions arising from the establishment of an intentional 
killing with a deadly weapon which contains numerous errors and irrele- 
vancies. 


2. Homicide § 14—~ presumptions — intentional killing with deadly 
weapon 
When the State satisfies the jury from the evidence that defendant in- 
tentionally shot the deceased with a pistol and thereby proximately 
caused his death, the presumptions arise that the killing was (1) unlaw- 
ful and (2) with malice, and nothing else appearing, defendant would be 
guilty of murder in the second degree. 


3. Homicide § 11— defenses — misadventure or accident 
Misadventure or accident is not an affirmative defense but is merely @ 
denial that defendant intentionally shot the deceased. 


4. Homicide § 28— instructions — insanity 
In a homicide prosecution, it is error for the court to instruct the jury 
upon the principles relating to legal insanity where there is no evidence 
that defendant was legally insane. 


5. Homicide § 7.5—- instructions — defense of unconsciousness 


In a homicide prosecution, it is error for the court to restrict the jury’s 
consideration of defendant’s evidence that he was completely unconscious 
of what transpired when the killings occurred to the elements of premedi- 
tation and deliberation in first degree murder, unconsciousness being a 
complete defense to a criminal charge. 
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G6. Criminal Law § 113-—— instructions — duty to apply law to evi- 
dence 
G.S, 1-180 requires the court to instruct the jury on all substantial fea- 
tures of the case arising on the evidence without special request. 


7. Criminal Law § 113; Homicide § 28— instructions — defenses 
Where defendant’s evidence, if accepted, discloses facts suflicient in law 
to coustitute a defense to the erime for which he is indicted, the court 
is required to instruct the jury as to the legal principles applicable 
thereto, the weight to be given such evidence being for determination by 
the jury. 


8. Criminal Law § 1— definition of crime at common law 


The common law conception of crime required (1) an evil deed and (2) 
mens rea—a guilty mind. 


9. Criminal Law § 5; Homicide § 7.5— defense of unconsciousness 


A person who is unconscious at the time he commits an act which would 
otherwise be criminal generally cannot be held responsible therefor. 


10. Criminal Law § 5; Homicide § 7.5— defenses of insanity and 
unconsciousness 


Unconsciousness and insanity are separate grounds of exemption from 
eriminal responsibility. 


11. Criminal Law § 5; Homicide 8 7.5— defense of unconsciousness 
Uneonsciousness is never an affirmative defense. 


12. Criminal Law § 5; Homicide § 7.5— defenses of unconscious- 


ness and insanity 


A jury finding that defendant intentionally shot the deceased and thereby 
proximately caused his death negates and refutes any contention that de- 
fendant was then wuneonscious;: notwithsianding such a finding by the 
jury, the defendant is exempt from criminal responsibility if he satisfies 
the jury he was insane when he inflicted the fatal injury. 


13. Criminal Law § 5— insanity defined 


An accused is legally insane and exempt from criminal responsibility 
by reason thereof if he commits an act which would be punishable as a 
crime while he is laboring under such a defect of reason from disease of 
the mind as to be incapable of knowing the nature and quality of the act 
or, if he does know this, incapable of distinguishing between right and 
wrong in relation to such act. 


14. Criminal Law § 5; Homicide § 7.5-—— insanity — unconsciousness 


Insanity is incapacity, from disease of the mind, to know the nature 
and quality of one’s act or to distinguish between right and wrong in re- 
lation thereto; in contrast, one who is completely unconscious when he 
commits an act otherwise punishable as a erime cannot know the nature 
and quality thereof or whether it is right or wrong. 


15. Homicide § 28— instructions — defense of unconsciousness 


In a prosecution for homicide in which defendant testified that he was 
eompletely unconscious of what transpired when deceased was shot, de- 
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fendant was entitled to an instruction to the effect that the jury should 
return a verdict of not guilty if in fact defendant was completely an- 
conscious of what transpired when deceased was shot. 


. Criminal Law § 5; Homicide § 7.5—- defense of unconsciousness 


While unconsciousness is alwars a factor of legal significance, it is not 
a complete defense under all circumstances, as where the unconsciousness 
is produced by voluntary intoxication. 


Homicide 88 4, 5— intent to kill 


While a specific intent to kill is a necessary constituent of the elements 
of premeditation and deliberation in first degree murder, it is not an 
element of second degree murder, which is an unlawful killing with 
malice. 


Criminal Law § 48; Homicide § 20— gruesome photographs 

While the fact that an otherwise relevant and material photograph is 
gory or gruesome, and thus may tend to arouse prejudice, will not alone 
render it inadmissible, the admission of an excessive number of photo- 
graphs depicting the same scene may be sufficient ground for a new trial 
when the additional photographs add nothing in the way of probative 
value but tend solely to inflame the jurors. 


. Criminal Law § 438; Homicide § 20— photographs of crime 


scene 


In a consolidated trial of defendant for three homicides, four photo- 
graphs depicting substantially the same scene which were identified as 
accurate representations of the clothed dead body of one victim at the 
crime scene and blood where another victim was found when officers ar- 
rived are competent for illustrative purposes, and whether all or a less 
number should have been admitted was within the discretion of the trial 
judge. 


Criminal Law § 43; Homicide § 20—— photographs of corpse 


In a homicide prosecution, three photographs of the deceased’s body at 
the funeral home with projecting probes indicating the point of entry, the 
course, and the point of exit of the bullet that caused his death are in- 
flamatory and have no probative value in respect of any issue for de- 
termination by the jury where the evidence is uncontradicted as to the 
cause of death and all the evidence tended to show deceased was lying 
on a bed when shot. 


On writ of certiorarn to the Court of Appeals. 
Separate indictments charged defendant with the first degree 


murder on September 14, 1967, of (1) Myrtle R. Mercer, defend- 
ant’s wife, (2) Ida Mae Dunn, and (8) Jeffrey Lane Dunn, Ida’s 
five-year-old son. The three indictments were consolidated for trial 
and tried before Parker, J., at February 1968 Criminal Session of 
Wilson. 


Evidence was offered by the State and by defendant. 
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There was evidence tending to show the facts narrated below. 


Defendant, a member of the United States Army for 19% years, 
was stationed at Fort Benning, Georgia, at the time of the trial. 


Defendant and Myrtle Mercer were married in Fayetteville, 
N. C., in April, 1965. Thereafter, he was stationed at duty posts in 
and out of the United States. Myrtle Mercer, Ida Mae Dunn, and 
Jeffrey Lane Dunn, Ida’s five-year-old boy, lived together in Wilson, 
N. C. Defendant visited Myrtle in Wilson from time to time when 
on leaves. He was thirty-nine; Myrtle was twenty-three. 


Marital difficulties developed. Defendant had heard that Myrtle 
was having affairs with other men, He thought Myrtle’s relationship 
with Ida involved more than normal affection. As time passed, de- 
fendant’s strong affection for Myrtle was not reciprocated. 


On July 6, 1967, defendant received a letter from Myrtle, refer- 
red to in the evidence as a “Dear John” letter, in which she told him 
she was tired of being tied down and wanted to come and go as she 
pleased. In a letter mailed August 10th from Kentucky (where he 
was then stationed), defendant wrote Myrtle: “Please don’t make 
me do something that will send both of us to our graves.” Also: “I 
could never see you with another man, and I would die and go to 
hell before I would see you with some other man, and take myself 
with you.” 


In September, 1967, defendant obtained a ten-day leave “to come 
home and see if he could get straightened out with his wife. . . .” 
Defendant told his first sergeant that “if he did not get straightened 
out he would not be back.” 


On September 13, 1967, defendant visited the house in Wilson 
where Myrtle, Ida, and Jeffrey lived. He talked with Myrtle. How- 
ever, she would not discuss their marital problems and did not want 
him to stay at that house. 


Defendant stayed at the home of his cousin, Mrs. Mable Owens, 
in Tarboro. He left there on the morning of September 14, 1967, and 
arrived at Myrtle’s around noon. She would not talk with him. 
(Note: Defendant testified Myrtle at that time gave him some 
clothes, a camera and a paper bag containing a pistol he had given 
to her for her protection.) At the conclusion of this visit, he returned 
to the home of Mrs. Owens. Sometime during the day defendant 
bought a pint of vodka and had two drinks from it. 


About 8:30 p.m., Mrs. Owens, at the request of defendant, drove 
defendant to Myrtle’s house in Wilson. The two children of Mrs. 
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Owens accompanied them. Defendant knocked. There was no re- 
sponse. The house was unlighted and apparently no one was there. 
They left and visited defendant’s brother (in Wilson) for some 
twenty-five or thirty-five minutes. While there, defendant telephoned 
Myrtle’s house. The line was busy. They went back to Myrtle’s 
house. Defendant asked Mrs. Owens if she and her children would 
go into the house with him. She replied that they would wait in the 
ear. 


Defendant went to the front door and knocked several times. 
There was no answer. Defendant shot at the door twice, pushed it 
open with his foot and went inside. At that time, a light came on in 
the front bedroom. Someone said, “Ervin, don’t do that.” Defendant 
fired three or four shots killing Myrtle instantly and fatally wound- 
ing Ida and Jeffrey. He then left the house. A neighbor called the 
police. 


The police arrived about 10:30 p.m. In the front room, they found 
Myrtle, dead, and Ida and Jeffrey gasping for breath. Later that 
evening or early the next morning Ida and Jeffrey died. 


Defendant was arrested at the home of his brother in Wilson, a 
few hours after the fatal shots were fired. He accompanied the offi- 
cers to a lot behind Myrtle’s house where the gun which inflicted the 
fatal injuries was hidden. 


Testimony of defendant, in addition to that referred to above, 
is set out in the opinion. It tended to show he was completely un- 
conscious of what transpired when Myrtle, Ida and Jeffrey were 
shot. 


In each case, the jury returned a verdict of guilty of murder in 
the second degree. In each case, the court pronounced a judgment 
imposing a prison sentence of not less than twenty nor more than 
twenty-five years, the sentences to run consecutively. Defendant en- 
tered numerous exceptions and, upon appeal to the Court of Appeals, 
assigned as error (1) the denial of his motions for judgment as in 
case of nonsuit, (2) rulings relating to the admission or exclusion 
of testimony, and (3) excerpts from the charge as given and the re- 
fusal to charge as requested by defendant. The Court of Appeals 
found “No Error.” 2 N.C. App. 152, 162 S.E. 2d 563. 


Defendant sought certiorari, and the writ was granted, for re- 
view by this Court of the questions considered and discussed in the 
opinion. 
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Attorney General Bruton and Deputy Attorney General McGal- 
hard for the State. 


Farris & Thomas for defendant appellant. 


Bossitt, J. 


The evidence, when considered in the light most favorable to the 
State, was sufficient to require submission to the jury and to support 
verdicts of guilty of murder in the first degree. There is no substance 
to the contention that the motion to dismiss as In case of nonsuit 
should have been allowed. However, assignments of error, based on 
exceptions to the charge, are well taken. 


The court’s instructions include the following: “(W)hen an in- 
tentional killing with a deadly weapon is admitted or established, 
the law then casts upon the defendant the burden of showing to the 
satisfaction of the jury, not by the greater weight of the evidence, 
nor beyond a reasonable doubt, but simply to satisfy the jury (of) 
the legal provocation that will rob the crime of malice and thus re- 
duce it to manslaughter, or that will excuse it altogether upon some 
grounds recognized in law as a defense, such as insanity or misad- 
venture or accident, or self-defense or some other. (That is, gentle- 
men of the jury, once the killing is admitted or estabhshed with a 
deadly weapon, the law presumes malice, a presumption of malice 
arises, and therefore it is an unlawful killing with malice, it’s murder 
in the second degree at least.)” 


[1, 2] Defendant excepted to and assigns as error the portion of 
the quoted excerpt enclosed by parentheses. This particular sentence, 
standing alone, states without qualification that “once the killing is 
admitted or established with a deadly weapon .. . it’s murder 
in the second degree at least.” (Our italics.) It is inaccurate, in con- 
flict with the preceding instruction and tends to confuse rather than 
clarify. The factual situation called for an instruction in the case 
involving Myrtle (and a similar instruction in the cases involving 
Ida and Jeffrey) substantially as follows: If the State has satis- 
fied the jury from the evidence bevond a reasonable doubt that the 
defendant intentionally shot Myrtle with a .388 pistol and thereby 
proximately caused her death, two presumptions arise: (1) That the 
killing was unlawful, and (2) that it was done with malice; and, 
nothing else appearing, the defendant would be guilty of murder in 
the second degree. State v. Propst, 274 N.C. 62, 70-71, 161 S.E. 2d 
560, 567, and cases cited. “The intentional use of a deadly weapon 
as a weapon, when death proximately results from such use, gives 
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rise to the presumptions.” State v. Gordon, 241 N.C. 356, 358, 83 
S.E. 2d 322, 324. 


In the quoted excerpt, preceding the portion to which defendant 
excepted, the court instructed the jury that “when an intentional 
killing with a deadly weapon is admitted or established, the law 
then casts upon the defendant the burden of showing to the satisfac- 
tion of the jury, not by the greater weight of the evidence, nor be- 
yond a reasonable doubt, but simply to satisfy the jury (of) the 
legal provocation that will rob the crime of malice and thus reduce 
it to manslaughter, or that will excuse it allogether upon some 
grounds recognized in law as a defense, such as insanity or misad- 
venture or accident, or self-defense or some other.” (Our italics.) 


{3, 4] There was no evidence of self-defense. There was no evi- 
dence of misadventure or accident. Moreover, misadventure or acci- 
dent is not an affirmative defense but merely a denial that defendant 
intentionally shot the deceased. State v. Phillips, 264 N.C. 508, 142 
S.li. 2d 337; State v. McLawhorn, 270 N.C. 622, 628, 155 S.E. 2d 
198, 203; State v. Fowler, 268 N.C. 430, 150 S.E. 2d 731. As to in- 
sanity, the record discloses: In a portion of the charge to which 
defendant excepted, extensive instructions were given with refer- 
ence to insanity. However, near the conclusion of the charge, in an 
instruction to which defendant excepted, the court charged the jury 
as follows: ‘“(U)nder the evidence in the case, as the Court under- 
stood the evidence, there is no evidence of legal insanity, no evidence 
of insanity that would have a legal recognition.” We agree there was 
no evidence defendant was legally insane. Under the circumstances, 
it is unnecessary to consider whether the instructions given as to 
legal insanity were correct. It is, however, error to instruct the jury 
as to legal principles unrelated to the factual] situation under con- 
sideration. State v. Duncan, 264 N.C. 123, 141 S.E. 2d 23. 


[1] The instruction preceding the sentence to which defendant 
excepted is fraught with errors and irrelevancies. Under these cir- 
cumstances, it cannot be considered sufficient to cure the incomplete- 
ness and inaccuracy in the instruction to which defendant excepted. 


Defendant testified that, when he went upon the porch, he took 
with him, in a bag, the pistol! Myrtle had turned over to him earlier 
that day; that he had given it to her originally for her protection 
and was returning it to her for this purpose; that he walked up on 
the porch, knocked on the door, “heard somebody walking there in 
the house,” laid the pistol in a porch chair beside the door; that he 
knocked on the window and then knocked twice on the door; and 
that the next thing he knew, “right out of the blue sky, Myrtle just 
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hollered out and said, ‘If you don’t get off the damn porch, I’m go- 
ing to call the police on you’”’; and, from that point, he was “blank 
in (his) mind.” He testified that, when he became conscious, he was 
standing on the porch and that the pistol, which was beside his head, 
clicked. 


The court’s final instructions were as follows: “(T)he Court in- 
structs you that the evidence in regard and surrounding the alleged 
loss of memory by the defendant will be considered by you on the 
question of premeditation and deliberation in the charge of murder 
in the first degree. . . . if you find from the evidence, not by the 
greater weight, nor by the preponderance, but if the defendant has 
satisfied you-—-merely satisfied you—that he lost consciousness, 
sufficient consciousness, to the extent that he did not have sufficient 
time to premeditate or deliberate, that is, if he did not have sufh- 
cient time to form in his mind the intent to kill, under the definition 
of premeditation and deliberation, then it would be your duty to re- 
turn a verdict of not guilty of murder in the first degree, because the 
Court has instructed you if the State has failed to satisfy you of 
the element of premeditation or deliberation, or if there arises in 
your minds a reasonable doubt in regard to those two elements or 
either one of those two elements, it would be your duty to return a 
verdict of not guilty. And further in regard, when you come to con- 
sider those elements of premeditation and deliberation, if the defend- 
ant has satisfied you, not beyond a reasonable doubt, not by the 
greater weight of the evidence, but has merely satisfied you that he 
lost consciousness to such an extent that he was unable to premedt- 
tate, and was unable to deliberate, according to the definition of 
those terms that the law has given you, then he could not be guilty 
of murder in the first degree, and it would be your duty to return a 
verdict of not guilty as to murder in the first degree, under those 
circumstances. Now, the Court feels that those are the only two ele- 
ments in the case in which this evidence wn regard to his loss of 
consctousness applies, and the Court has ruled that there is no ele- 
ment of legal insanity in the evidence.” (Our italics.) 


[5] Defendant’s assignment of error, based on his exception to 
the foregoing portion of the charge, must be sustained. Defendant 
testified he was completely unconscious of what transpired when 
Myrtle, Ida and Jeffrey were shot. The court instructed the jury 
that this evidence was for consideration only in respect of the ele- 
ments of premeditation and deliberation in first degree murder. This 
restriction of the legal significance of the evidence as to defendant’s 
unconsciousness was erroneous. 
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[6, 7] GS. 1-180 requires a trial judge to instruct the jury as to 
“every substantial and essential feature of the case embraced within 
the issue and arising on the evidence, and this without any special 
prayer for instructions to that effect.” State v. Merrnck, 171 N.C. 
788, 795, 88 8.E. 501, 505; State v. Ardrey, 232 N.C. 721, 62 S.E. 2d 
53, and cases cited. Where defendant’s evidence, if accepted, dis- 
closes facts sufficient in law to constitute a defense to the crime for 
which he is indicted, the court is required to instruct the jury as to 
the legal principles applicable thereto. What weight, if any, is to be 
given such evidence, is for determination by the jury. State v. 
Wagoner, 249 N.C. 6387, 107 S.E. 2d 88. 


[8] “To put the subject in perspective, we must start with the 
common law’s conception of crime. The common law required (1) 
an evil deed and (2) mens rea—a guilty mind.” Weintraub, CWJ., 
concurring in State v. Sikora, 44 N.J. 453, 210 A. 2d 193 (1965). 


[9] “If a person is in fact unconscious at the time he commits an 
act which would otherwise be criminal, he is not responsible there- 
for. The absence of consciousness not only precludes the existence 
of any specific mental state, but also excludes the possibility of a 
voluntary act without which there can be no criminal lability.” 1 
Wharton’s Criminal Law and Procedure (Anderson), § 50, p. 116. 


“Unconsciousness is a complete, not a partial, defense to a crim- 
inal charge.” 21 Am. Jur. 2d, Criminal Law § 29, p. 115. 


“Unconsciousness. A person cannot be held criminally respon- 
sible for acts committed while he is unconscious. Some statutes 
broadly exempt from responsibility persons who commit offenses 
without being conscious thereof. Such statutes, when construed in 
connection with other statutes relating to criminal capacity of the 
insane and voluntarily intoxicated, do not include within their pro- 
tection either insane or voluntarily intoxicated persons, and are re- 
stricted in their contemplation to persons of sound mind suffering 
from some other agency rendering them unconscious of their acta. 

, 2? 22 C.J.8., Criminal Law § 55, p. 194. 


[10] Defendant contends he had no knowledge of and did not 
consciously commit the act charged in the indictments. He does not 
contend he was insane. Unconsciousness and insanity are separate 
grounds of exemption from criminal responsibility. 


In certain jurisdictions statutes provide that all persons are cap- 
able of committing crime except those in enumerated classes, one 
excepted class being insane persons and a separate excepted class 
being persons who commit the acts charged without being conscious 
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thereof. See California, Penal Code § 26, subdivisions 3 and 5, and 
Oklahoma, Penal Code § 152, subdivisions 4 and 6. 


As stated by Brett, J., in Carter v. State, 376 P. 2d 351 (OKI. Cr. 
1962): “It should be noted that it has been clearly pointed out that 
a defense of insanity and defense of unconsciousness are not the 
same, either by statutory definition or by interpretation of the 
courts.” Decisions cited in support of this statement are: People v. 
Martin, 87 Cal. App. 2d 581, 197 P. 2d 379; People v. Taylor, 31 
Cal. App. 2d 723, 88 P. 2d 942. Accord: People v. Hardy, 33 Cal. 2d 
52, 198 P. 2d 865. 


[11, 12] This distinction is noted. Unconsciousness is never an 
affirmative defense. The presumptions of unlawfulness and of malice 
arise when, and only when, the State satisfies the jury from the evi- 
dence beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant intentionally 
shot the deceased and thereby proximately caused his death. A jury 
finding to this effect negates and refutes any contention the defend- 
ant was then unconscious. However, notwithstanding such a find- 
ing by the jury, the defendant is exempt from criminal responsibility 
if he satisfies the jury he was insane when he inflicted the fatal in- 
jury. 
[13, 14] In accordance with cited prior decisions, Ervin, J., in 
State v. Swink, 229 N.C. 123, 47 S.E. 2d 852, restated the established 
rule in this jurisdiction as follows: “(A)n accused is legally insane 
and exempt from criminal responsibility by reason thereof if he 
commits an act which would otherwise be punishable as a crime, 
and at the time of so doing is laboring under such a defect of rea- 
son, from disease of the mind, as to be incapable of knowing the 
nature and quality of the act he is doing, or, if he does know this, 
incapable of distinguishing between right and wrong in relation to 
such act.” Subsequent decisions in accord include the following: 
State v. Creech, 229 N.C. 662, 674, 51 S.E. 2d 348, 357; State v. 
Spence, 271 N.C. 23, 38, 155 S.E. 2d 802, 814. Insanity is incapacity, 
from disease of the mind, to know the nature and quality of one’s 
act or to distinguish between right and wrong in relation thereto. In 
contrast, a person who is completely unconscious when he commits 
an act otherwise punishable as a crime cannot know the nature and 
quality thereof or whether it is right or wrong. As stated succinctly 
by Francis, J., in State v. Sikora, supra: “Criminal responsibility 
must be judged at the level of the conscious.” 

Statements in accord with the quoted excerpts from Wharton, 


Am. Jur. 2d and C.J.S. are set forth in the opinions in the following 
cases: People v. Baker, 42 Cal. 2d 550, 575, 268 P. 2d 705, 720; 
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People v. Anderson, 63 Cal. 2d 351, 366, 46 Cal. Rptr. 763, 773, 406 
P, 2d 48, 538; People v. Gorshen, 51 Cal. 2d 716, 727, 336 P. 2d 492, 
499; People v. Wilson, 59 Cal. Rptr. 156, 427 P. 2d 820 (1967); 
Carter v. State, supra; Fain v. Commonwealth, 78 Ky. 183, 39 Am. 
Rep. 213 (1879); Smth v. Commonwealth, 268 S.W. 2d 9387 (Ky. 
1954); Corder v. Commonwealth, 278 S.W. 2d 77 (Ky. 1955); Wat- 
kins v. Commonwealth, 378 S.W. 2d 614 (Ky. 1964). 


People v. Wilson, supra, involved a factual situation similar to 
that now under consideration. In brief, there was evidence that the 
defendant, armed, entered his estranged wife’s apartment where he 
shot and killed her and one of the three men (two fled) who were in 
the apartment when he arrived. The defendant testified he did not 
remember firing and did not know what happened during the shoot- 
ings. The Supreme Court of California held the trial judge erred in 
refusing to give proffered instructions, which ineluded the follow- 
ing: 

“Where a person commits an act without being conscious thereof, 
such act is not criminal even though, if committed by a person who 
was conscious, it would be a crime. 


“This rule of Law does not apply to a case in which the mental 
state of the person in question is due to insanity, mental defect or 
voluntary intoxication resulting from the use of drugs or intoxicat- 
ing liquor, but applies only to cases of the unconsciousness of per- 
sons of sound mind as, for example, somnambulists or persons suf- 
fering from the delirium of fever, epilepsy, a blow on the head or 
the involuntary taking of drugs or intoxicating liquor, and other 
cases in which there is no functioning of the conscious mind and the 
person’s acts are controlled solely by the subconscious mind. 


“When the evidence shows that a person acted as 1f he was con- 
scious, the law presumes that he then was conscious. The presump- 
tion, however, is disputable and may be overcome or questioned by 
evidence to the contrary.” 


In People v. Wilson, supra, Peters, J., for the Court, said: “That 
the proffered instructions on unconsciousness should have been given 
was decided in People v. Bridgehouse, 47 Cal. 2d 406, 303 P. 2d 
1018.” After reviewing the factual situation in Bridgehouse, which, 
as to evidence of unconsciousness, seems less favorable to the de- 
fendant than the evidence in the case now under consideration, Jus- 
tice Peters continued: “It was stated in Bridgehouse, supra (47 Cal. 
2d at p. 414, 303 P. 2d 1018), that it was error for the court to re- 
fuse the instructions on the legal effect of unconsciousness offered 
by the defendant and upon which he relied as a defense, (Citations 
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omitted.) In Bridgehouse, as here, the only evidence of unconscious- 
ness came from the defendant.” 


The instructions proffered and refused in People v. Wilson, supra, 
referred to as CALJIC No. 71-D, apparently are standard instruc- 
tions in California. 


There was no evidence defendant was a somnambulist or an epi- 
leptic. Nor was there evidence he was under the influence of intoxi- 
cants or narcotics. Under cross-examination, defendant testified his 
only previous “blackout” experience, which was of brief duration, 
occurred when he received and read the “Dear John” letter. 


[15] Upon the present record, defendant was entitled to an in- 
struction to the effect the jury should return verdicts of not guilty 
if in fact defendant was completely unconscious of what transpired 
when Myrtle, Ida and Jeffrey were shot. 


The State’s evidence tends to show defendant intentionally shot 
Myrtle (Ida, Jeffrey) with a .38 pistol and thereby proximately 
caused her (his) death. If the jury should so find from the evidence 
beyond a reasonable doubt, two presumptions would arise, namely, 
that the killing was unlawful and that it was done with malice; 
and, nothing else appearing, the defendant would be guilty of mur- 
der in the second degree. In such event, there is nothing in the record 
now before us that would reduce the crime from murder in the second 
degree to manslaughter or that would excuse it. 


[16] It should be understood that unconsciousness, although al- 
ways a factor of legal significance, is not a complete defense under 
all circumstances. Without undertaking to mark the limits of the 
legal principles applicable to varied factual situations that will 
arise from time to time, but solely by way of illustration, attention 
is called to the following: In California, “unconsciousness produced 
by voluntary intoxication does not render a defendant incapable of 
committing a crime.” People v. Coz, 67 Cal. App. 2d 166, 153 P. 2d 
362, and cases cited. In Colorado, a person who precipitates a fracas 
and as a result is hit on the head and rendered semi-conscious or un- 
conscious cannot maintain that he is not criminally responsible for 
any degree of homicide above involuntary manslaughter, or that he 
is not criminally responsible at all. Watkins v. People, 158 Colo. 
485, 408 P. 2d 425. In Oklahoma, a motorist 1s guilty of manslaugh- 
ter if he drives an automobile with knowledge that he is subject to 
frequent blackouts, when his continued operation of the automobile 
is in reckless disregard to the safety of others and constitutes culp- 
able or criminal negligence. Carter v. State, supra; Smith v. Com- 
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monwealth, supra. As to somnambulism, see Fain v. Commonwealth, 
supra, and Lewis v. State, 196 Ga. 755, 27 S.E. 2d 689. 


[17] The record shows the court defined murder in the second 
degree as the unlawful and intentional killing of a human being 
with malice. Although not assigned as error, it seems appropriate to 
point out again that ‘“‘(a) specific intent to kill, while a necessary 
constituent of the elements of premeditation and deliberation in first 
degree murder, is not an element of second degree murder or man- 
slaughter.” State v. Gordon, supra. An unlawful killing with malice 
is murder in the second degree 


Discussion of defendant’s other assignments of error based on 
exceptions to the charge is deemed unnecessary. The asserted errors 
to which they relate will not likely recur at the next trial. Errors 
heretofore discussed require that defendant be awarded a new trial. 


Although not the basis of decision, it seems appropriate to refer 
to defendant’s assignments of error relating to photographs admitted 
in evidence, over objections by defendant, to illustrate the testimony 
of witnesses. 


[18] “If a photograph is relevant and material, the fact that it 
is gory or gruesome, and thus may tend to arouse prejudice, will not 
alone render it inadmissible.” (Our italics.) Stansbury, North Car- 
olina Evidence, Second Edition, § 34, pp. 66-67; State v. Porth, 269 
N.C. 329, 337, 153 S.E. 2d 10, 16. But where a prejudicial photo- 
graph is relevant, competent and therefore admissible, the admis- 
sion of an excessive number of photographs depicting substantially 
the same scene may be sufficient ground for a new trial when the 
additional photographs add nothing in the way of probative value 
but tend solely to inflame the jurors. State v. Foust, 258 N.C. 458, 
460, 128 8.E. 2d 889, 894. 


Exhibits 4, 5 and 6, identified as accurate representations of the 
front door, including the lock and of the interior of the portion of 
the house from the front door to the bedroom, were properly admit- 
ted. 


[19] Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 7 were identified as accurate represen- 
tations of the clothed (sweater and slacks) dead body of Myrtle, 
lying on the bed, and the splotch of blood on the portion of the bed 
where, according to testimony, Jeffrey was lying when the officers 
arrived, These four photographs, which depict substantially the 
same scene, were competent to illustrate the testimony. Whether all 
or a less number should have been admitted was for determination 
by the trial judge in the exercise of his discretion. 
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[20] Exhibits 8, 9 and 10 were identified as accurate representa- 
tions of the dead body of Jeffrey at the funeral home. The boy’s life- 
Jess body is shown with projecting probes indicating the point of 
entry, the course, and the point of exit, of the bullet that caused his 
death. The evidence was uncontradicted as to the cause of death. 
Moreover, all the evidence tended to show Jeffrey was lying on the 
bed when shot. These photographs, depicting scenes which are poig- 
nant and inflammatory, have no probative value in respect of any 
issue for determination by the jury. 

Exhibit 11, referred to in the evidence as an accurate representa- 
tion of the dead body of Ida at the funeral home, is not among the 
exhibits on file in this Court. While we refrain from explicit ruling 
with reference thereto, it would seem the observations with reference 
to the photographs depicting the dead body of Jeffrey would be ap- 
plicable to this photograph depicting the dead body of Ida. 


For the errors indicated, the decision of the Court of Appeals is 
reversed and the cause is remanded to that Court with direction to 
award a new trial in each of the three cases, to be conducted in ac- 
cordance with the legal principles stated herein. 


Error and remanded. 





WILLIAM LL. HUGHES, JR. v. NORTH CAROLINA STATE HIGHWAY 
COMMISSION 
AND 
COLVARD OIL COMPANY, INC. v. NORTH CAROLINA STATE HIGHWAY 
COMMISSION 
AND 
FARMERS EQUIPMENT, INC. v. NORTH CAROLINA STATE HIGHWAY 
COMMISSION 
No. 443 


(Filed 31 January 1969) 


1. Eminent Domain § 13; Lis Pendens— condemnation proceedings 
by landowner -— ineffective as lis pendens 
Landowner’s special proceeding in the nature of inverse condemnation, 
which was instituted against Highway Commission and municipality for 
compensation for land allegedly taken for highway purposes, does not con- 
stitute lis pendens under G.S. 40-26 so that persons acquiring title while the 
action was pending take title subject to the proceeding and the consent judg- 
ment entered therein, since (1) both the Commission and the municipality 
denied a taking by eminent domain and instead alleged that the highway was 
constructed by agreement with the landowner, (2) the exceptions or reserva- 
tions appearing in the purchasers’ chains of title were insufficient in descrip- 
tion to effectively reserve the land in question to the landowner, (3) the 
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landowner’s name did not appear on the defendant, or respondent, side of 
the indexes or cross-indexes of the public records, nor was the proceeding 
mentioned in any deeds or muniment of title in subsequent purchasers’ chains 
of title, and (4) there was no map or any evidence in the record to show 
that the Highway Commission by any sign or overt act ever indicated a claim 
to the property of greater width than was actually used for highway pur- 
poses. 


Eminent Domain § 15— highway condemnation — time of passage 
of title 

At the time landowner instituted G.S. Ch. 40 proceeding in 1940 for 
compensation for land allegedly taken by Highway Commission and mu- 
nicipality for highway purposes, title was not divested until the condemnor 
obtained a final judgment in his favor and paid to the landowner the 
amount of damages fixed by such judgment, and the landowner could sell 
the land during the pendency of the special proceeding, 


Lis Pendens— purpose — notice 

The law as to lis pendens, G.S. 1-116 et seq., provides a definite method 
for giving constructive notice so that a search of known records will con- 
vert it into actual notice, and since application of this rule may work 
hardships in many instances, a strict compliance with its provisions is 
required. 


Eminent Domain § 18— _ action by owner for compensation 


The method prescribed by G.S. Ch. 40 for arriving at compensation for 
condemnation of land for highway purposes is open to the landowner as 
well as the Highway Commission, although the landowner may not main- 
tain a proceeding under this chapter unless there has been a taking under 
the power of eminent domain. 


Eminent Domain § 7— proceeding by condemnor — the petition — 
description of property 

When the condemnor seeks to follow the procedure permitted by G.S. 
Ch. 40, his petition must contain a description of the property actually in 
litigation and not merely a description of the entire tract. 


Estoppel § 3— estoppel by pleadings 

Where parties by their pleadings deny the taking of certain land by 
eminent domain, they are precluded by this denial from maintaining a 
contrary position at trial or on appeal. 


Notice § 2— duty of party on notice 


A party having notice must exercise ordinary care to ascertain the facts, 
and if he fails to investigate when put upon inquiry, he is chargeable with 
all the knowledge he would have acquired had he made effort to learn the 
truth of the matters affecting his interest. 


Lis Pendens; Notice § 2— accessibility of facts to place on notice 


The rigor of the lis pendens rule has been softened by the equitable re- 
quiriment that the means of information should be accessible to those who 
are careful enough to search for it, and it follows that this equitable re- 
quirement would apply with equal force when a party is charged with 
notice by means other than lis pendens. 
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9. Registration § 3— as notice 
The purchaser of land is charged with notice of every description, re- 
cital, reference and reservation in deeds or muniments in his grantors’ 
chain of title, and if the facts disclosed in such chain of title are sufficient 
to put the purchaser on inquiry, he will be charged with notice of what a 
proper inguiry would have disclosed. 


10. Registration § 5— parties protected by registration 
The examiner of a real estate title is entitled to rely with safety upor 
an exainination of the records and act upon the assurances against all 
persons claiming under the grantor that what did not appear did not exist. 


On Writ of Certiorari to the North Carolina Court of Appeals 
to review its decision filed 14 August 1968 and reported in 2 N.C. 
App. 1. 


This case consists of three separate civil actions involving claims 
against the North Carolina State Highway Commission for alleged 
damages resulting from the widening of N. C. Highways 268 and 18 
in the Town of North Wilkesboro, N. C. By agreement the three ac- 
tions were consolidated for hearing and were submitted to the Court 
for judgment based upon an agreed statement of facts. Judgment 
was rendered by Gwyn, J., at the December 1967 session of Wilkes 
Superior Court. 


Plaintiffs Colvard Oil Company, Ine. (Colvard) and Farmers 
Equipment, Inc. (Farmers) own certain property located along North 
Carolina Highways 268 and 18, and plaintiff W. L. Hughes, Jr. 
(Hughes) is the lessee of the land owned by Colvard, which is the 
subject of Colvard’s action. 


In 1911, one Henry T. Blair (Blair) acquired title to a tract of 
land in Wilkes County, in or near the Town of North Wilkesboro 
(Town). In 19388, the Highway Commission started its project No. 
7806 for the improvement of what are now designated as Highways 
268 and 18. A section of this project went through a portion of 
Blair’s land. Construction of the project was completed on 7 July 
1940. 


On 27 January 1940, Blair instituted a special proceeding before 
the Clerk of Superior Court for Wilkes County against the Town 
and the Highway Commission. Blair’s complaint alleged, in para- 
graph 3, as follows: 


“That, during the year 1938, the defendant the Town of 
North Wilkesboro applied to the petitioner for a right of way 
through a number of lots owned by said petitioner, advising the 
petitioner that its codefendant, the State Highway and Public 
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Works Commission was constructing a new road which would 
be paved and which would come into the town of North Wilkes- 
boro, the petitioner at that time residing in the State of New 
York and not being in position to view the proposed location of 
said highway or highways, and during said year the defendant, 
the State Highway and Public Works Commission, was engaged 
in constructing, servicing and maintaining a State system of 
highways and roads, and while so engaged constructed and built 
a road through the property of this petitioner which is situate 
in the corporate limits of North Wilkesboro, constructing not 
only one (1) road, but three (8) roads through the most valu- 
able part of said property, confiscating the property of the pe- 
titioner and taking the right of way, as he is informed and be- 
lieves, of one hundred (100) feet—-this being done over the 
protest of the petitioner and disregarding any agreement that 
the petitioner had as to where the road would be constructed 
and what lots or land would be confiscated. 


The Town, in its answer to Blair’s allegations, asserted “that the 
then town officials of the Town of North Wilkesboro applied to the 
plaintiff for permission for a right of way over certain property 
owned by the plaintiff in the Town of North Wilkesboro and advised 
the plaintiff that the State Highway and Public Works Commission 
had proposed to construct the said road if the Town of North Wilkes- 
boro would acquire the rights of way of the property owners, and 
that the said State Highway and Public Works Commission would 
pave the road sought to be constructed through the lands of the 
plaintiff; that the plaintiff agreed in writing to waive claim for 
damages on account of the construction of the said highway over 
his property, provided the said State Highway and Public Works 
Commission would improve and pave the road through his premises, 
known as The County Home Road to the Fairplains Road.” 

The Highway Commission, in answering Blair’s petition, alleged: 
‘“(A)nswering paragraph 3, it is admitted that during the year 1938 
this respondent’s codefendant, the Town of North Wilkesboro, ap- 
plied to the petitioner for a right of way for the proposed highway 
development through the said property, and that, in response to this 
request, the petitioner executed a written agreement, agreeing ‘to 
waive claim for damage, provided the highway is properly con- 
structed,’ etc. Relying upon this agreement on the part of the peti- 
tioner, this respondent, in cooperation with the Town of North 
Wilkesboro, caused the highway in question to be constructed across 
the petitioner’s property.” Except as expressly admitted as indicated 
above, each answer denied the allegations of Blair’s paragraph 3. 
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Neither the answer of Highway Commission nor the answer of 
the Town made any mention or assertion to the effect that a right 
of way of 100 feet was claimed or taken. Nothing in the record 
showed that there was a posted map or highway signs indicating a 
claim to a right of way of greater width than was in actual use. It 
was stipulated by the present plaintiffs and the Highway Commis- 
sion that after the answers were filed by the defendant Town and 
the defendant Highway Comraission in the Blair suit of 1940, that 
“the defendant did not file a lis pendens nor did the defendant cross- 
Index the pending suit.” 


In August, 1945, Blair conveyed certain lands, including the 
lands in question now owned by Colvard and Farmers, to T. J. 
Frazier and wife (Frazier). The deed, duly recorded, contained the 
following language after the description: “. . . being all of the 
lands of Henry T. Blair lying between the main right of way of 
Highway 268, the southern connecting road between Highway 268 
and Highway 18, not including any part of said highways within 
said right of way lines.” Thereafter, Frazier prepared a subdivision 
map of the property which was recorded in Wilkes County Registry 
on 12 July 1946; the map was entitled “Sunset Hills Addition to the 
Town of North Wilkesboro, Section 1,” and indicated the location 
of Highways 268 and 18 but did not indicate the width of the right 
of way for the highways. 


On 12 July 1946, Frazier conveyed Lot No. 1 as shown on the 
recorded map to Colvard, and the deed contained the following 
language: “This deed is made subject to and shall conform with the 
State Highway right of way.” Colvard constructed a gasoline ser- 
vice station on the lot and paved the area from its building to the 
edge of the highway pavement. 


By deed dated 11 July 1946, Frazier conveyed certain lots as 
shown on the recorded map to one Crawford and Eller; by mesne 
conveyances, Farmers, in 1962, acquired title to the Crawford and 
Eller property. At least one of the deeds in the chain of title be- 
tween Frazier and Farmers contained the following language after 
the description: “This deed shall conform and is subject to the 
State Highway right of way.” 


On 23 November 1951, the Clerk of Wilkes County Superior 
Court terminated the special proceeding between Blair and the High- 
way Commission and Town by entering a Judgment consented to by 
Blair, the Highway Commission, the Town, and their attorneys. The 
judgment, inter alia, decreed that the Highway Commission acquired 
certain easements of rights of way prior to 7 July 1940. The ease- 
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ments were described by courses and distances showing width of 
100 feet. The judgment provided that Blair was to be paid $750.00 
as just compensation for the taking. 

In February 1964, the Highway Commission let the contract for 
its Project 6.800573, Wilkes County, which project consisted of 
grading, draining, widening, surfacing, and installing combination 
curb and gutters from a point at the intersection of Highways 268 
and 18 along Highway 268 for approximately 0.9 miles. The project 
was completed on 1 November 1964. All of the work done along the 
property of the plaintiffs was within the 100-foot right of way em- 
braced in the Blair consent judgment. 

Present plaintiffs filed separate actions alleging damages due to 
widening of Highway 268. Colvard and Farmers alleged that the 
Highway Commission took a portion of their lands for highway pur- 
poses. Hughes alleged that he was the lessee of Colvard and that he 
was damaged by the taking. The Highway Commission filed answer 
in each of the three cases, denying the taking, and pleaded the 
Blair judgment as a bar to any recovery. 

Plaintiffs contend that the Highway Commission did not own a 
100-foot wide right of way, but that it owned only an easement be- 
tween the two ditches, consisting of property actually being used for 
highway purposes before the widening of the road in 1964. 

The parties stipulated that at no time did the Highway Commis- 
sion make any demand on Colvard or Farmers not to pave the area 
from its buildings to the paved portion of the public highway. There 
was no allegation that the plaintiffs had any actual knowledge of 
the suit between Blair and the Highway Commission and the Town 
or the consent judgment between those parties. 


After hearing, Judge Gwyn entered the following judgment: 


“Upon the agreed statement of facts the Court is of the 
opinion that by the Judgment in the Blair case dated Novem- 
ber 28, 1951, the plaintiffs were not divested of their title to 
the lands in controversy; 


“Ir Is THEREFORE CONSIDERED, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that 
the plaintiffs are owners of the lands described in the petition 
in the Blair case as embraced within the 100-foot right of way, 
exclusive of so much of the right of way as was used, from ditch 
to ditch, for the actual construction of the highway. It is further 
adjudged that the plaintiffs are entitled to compensation for 
their lands embraced within the 100-foot right of way and which 
were appropriated for the widening of Highway 268 and High- 
way 18, as alleged in the pleadings. 
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“The plaintiffs are permitted to amend their pleadings to 
make more definite, by metes, bounds and markers, the descrip- 
tion of the lands alleged to have been appropriated by the State 
Highway Commission as embraced within the said 100-foot 
right of way.” 


Defendant Highway Commission appealed to the Court of Ap- 
peals. The Court of Appeals held that the Commission by virtue of 
the 1951 judgment in the special proceedings instituted by Blair in 
1940 acquired an easement approximately 100 feet wide in the land 
in question as against plaintiffs, who were not parties to the special 
proceeding and who acquired their title indirectly from Blair be- 
tween 1945 and 1951. The Court of Appeals vacated Judge Gwyn’s 
Judgment and remanded the action for judgment consistent with 
its opinion. Plaintiffs Colvard, Farmers and Hughes petitioned for 
certiorari to review the judgment of the Court of Appeals pursuant 
to G.S. 7A-31(c) (3). The petition was allowed. 


Thomas Wade Bruton, Attorney General; Deputy Attorney Gen- 
eral Harrison Lewis; Trial Attorney Charles M. Hensey; Associate 
Counsel E. James Moore, and Associate Counsel Porter and Conner, 
for respondent appellee. 


McElwee & Hall and Moore & Rousseau for appellants. 


BRANCH, J. 

[1,2] A special proceeding was instituted 27 January 1940 by 
Blair pursuant to N. C. Gen. Stat. Chap. 40, entitled “Eminent Do- 
main,” for compensation for land allegedly taken by the Highway 
Commission and the Town for highway purposes. At that time title 
was not divested until the condemnor obtained a final judgment in 
his favor and paid to the landowner the amount of damages fixed 
by such final judgment, and the landowner could sell during the 
pendency of the special proceeding. The person who owned the land 
when the award was confirmed and final judgment entered was the 
proper person to be compensated. Highway Commission v. York In- 
dustrial Center, Inc., 263 N.C. 230, 139 S.E. 2d 253. Since the Jand- 
owner, Blair, was in position to sell prior to final judgment, the ques- 
tion presented is whether subsequent purchasers, who were not part- 
ies to the action and who bought the real property while the action 
was pending or after entry of judgment, were bound by the consent 
judgment entered in the special proceeding instituted by Blair. 


[3] The statutory law as to Jis pendens embodied in N. C. Gen. 
Stats. 1-116 et seg., provides a definite method for giving construc- 
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tive notice, so that a search of known records will convert it into 
actual notice. Since the application of this rule may work hardship 
in many instances, a strict compliance with its provisions is required. 
Arrington v. Arrington, 114 N.C. 151, 19 S.E. 351. The parties to 
this appeal stipulated that the defendant ‘‘did not file a lis pendens, 
nor did the defendant cross-index the pending suit.” It is thus ap- 
parent that we need not consider the statutory lis pendens as con- 
tained in N. C. Gen. Stats. 1-116 e¢ seg., since there was no attempt 
to comply with its terms. 


N. C. Gen. Stat. 40-26 provides: “When any proceedings of ap- 
praisal shall have been commenced, no change of ownership by vol- 
untary conveyance or transfer of the real estate or other subject 
matter of the appraisal, or any interest therein, shall in any manner 
affect such proceedings, but the same may be carried on and per- 
fected as if no such conveyance or transfer had been made or at- 
tempted to be made.” 


The Court construed N. C. Gen. Stat. 40-26 in the case of Cave- 
ness v. Charlotte, R. & S. R. R., 172 N.C. 305, 90 S.E. 244. There, 
action was brought against the defendant for permanent damages by 
reason of construction and operation of a railroad by the defendant 
on a street which abutted the plaintiff's property. Although none of 
the plaintiff’s land was actually taken, he sought damages for im- 
pairment of value to his land which resulted from operation of the 
railroad. The plaintiff conveyed the land while suit was pending and 
the defendant contended that the plaintiff thereby lost his right to 
recover. The Court, in holding for the plaintiff, stated: 


“Under our statute and in condemnation proceedings, Re- 
visal, sec. 2587, the railroad acquires the right to remain upon 
the land, construct and operate its road on the payment into 
court of the amount assessed by the appraisers, and the recovery 
should inure to the one who owns the property at that time. True, 
provision is made for appeal by either party, and the damages 
may thereafter be increased or lowered, and the right may be 
lost by failure to pay the amount ultimately awarded; but the 
right to enter and construct and operate its road is acquired 
when the company pays the amount assessed by the first ap- 
praisers, and the owner at that time is entitled to the compen- 
sation for the easement. In that case, however, if the owner at 
the time of entry shall have instituted condemnation proceed- 
ings, the statute, sec. 2594, expressly provides ‘That no change 

_ of ownership, by voluntary conveyance or transfer of real estate 
or any interest therein or of the subject-matter of the appraisal, 


N.C. ] FALL TERM 1968 129 
HucHEs v. Hwy. Comm. & Om Co. v. Hwy. Comm. & Equip. Co. v. Hwy. ComM. 


shall in any manner affect such proceedings, but the same may 
be carried on and perfected as if no such conveyance or transfer 
had been made or attempted to be made.’ The proceedings by 
this seetion are constituted a lis pendens, and, although the 
grantee, as stated, prior to payment of the amount may be en- 
titled to this compensation, if proceedings have been instituted, 
he must assert his right by action or appropriate proceedings in 
the cause... .” 


[4,5] The method prescribed by N. C. Gen. Stat. Chap. 40 en- 
titled “Eminent Domain” for arriving at compensation for condem- 
nation of land for highway purposes is open to the landowner as 
well as the Highway Commission. Yancey v. Highway Commission, 
222 N.C. 106, 22 S.E. 2d 256. However, the landowner may not main- 
tain a proceeding under this chapter unless there has been a taking 
under the power of eminent domain, Penn v. Carolina Virginia Coas- 
tal Corp., 231 N.C. 481, 57 S.E. 2d 817, and when the condemnor 
seeks to follow the procedure permitted by this portion of the statute, 
his petition must contain a description of the property actually in 
litigation, and not merely a description of the entire tract. The 
property must “first be located.” Gastonia v. Glenn, 218 N.C. 510, 
11 S.E. 2d 459. 


[1] Neither the Highway Commission nor the Town challenged 
the sufficiency of Blair’s pleadings or took action to make the de- 
scription of the property more certain so as to “locate the property.” 
Neither did they, by cross action, assert their right to proceed with 
condemnation under the provisions of Chapter 40. Rather, both de- 
nied a taking by eminent domain and alleged that the highway 
through Blair’s property was constructed by agreement with Blair, 
pursuant to which, zwnter alia, he executed a written waiver of claim 
for damages. 

[6] The Highway Commission and the Town by their pleadings 
in the 1941 special proceeding further denied the taking of 100 feet 
of Blair’s land, and by this denial were precluded from maintaining 
a contrary position at trial or on appeal. Hemphill v. Board of 
Aldermen, 212 N.C. 185, 193 S.E. 153. 


[1] The pleadings in the Blair special proceeding sound of con- 
tract and none of the parties proceeded so as to clearly invoke the 
provisions of N. C. Gen. Stat. 40-26. 


The Highway Commission presently contends that the exceptions 
or reservations appearing in plaintiffs’ chains of title were sufficient 
to effectively reserve the land involved in this litigation to Blair. 
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We do not agree with this contention. If the reservations or excep- 
tions — which do not describe or delineate the area now claimed 
by the Highway Commission — affect the land in litigation, it must 
be that they were sufficient to put subsequent purchasers to inquiry. 


Conceding, without so deciding, that the provisions of N. C. Gen. 
Stat. 40-26 are applicable to instant case and that the language of 
the exceptions or reservations contained in plaintiffs’ chains of title 
were sufficient to put them to inquiry, we consider the effect of the 
statute and the reservations and exceptions when applied to instant 
facts. 


[7, 8] <A party having notice must exercise ordinary care to as- 
certain the facts, and if he fails to investigate when put upon in- 
quiry, he is chargeable with all the knowledge he would have ac- 
quired had he made effort to learn the truth of the matters affecting 
his interest. Hargett v. Lee, 206 N.C. 586, 174 S.E. 498. However, 
the rigor of the lis pendens rule has been softened by the equitable 
requirement that the means of information should be accessible to 
those who are careful enough to search for it. Arrington v. Arrington, 
supra. It logically follows that this equitable requirement would 
apply with equal force when a party is charged with notice by means 
other than lis pendens. 


3 Merrill on Notice, § 1159, at 79 (1952) states: 


“Concomitant to the rule that the lis pendens notification 
is confined to the apparent effect of the pleadings, they must 
contain a description of the property affected. As has been said, 
‘the res must be sufficiently described in the pleadings.’ Hence 
the lis pendens notification will be confined to the property 
specified in the papers, and where a partial interest only in the 
property is asserted to be in issue the lis pendens notification 
does not extend to the entire interest.” 


[9] It is further well recognized that the purchaser of land is 
charged with notice of every description, recital, reference and reser- 
vation in deeds or muniments in his grantors’ chain of title, and 
that if the facts disclosed in such chain or title are sufficient to put 
the purchaser on inquiry, he will be charged with notice of what a 
proper inquiry would have disclosed. Morehead v. Harris, 262 N.C. 
330, 187 S.E. 2d 174. 


[10] The examiner of a real estate title by his search of the 
records seeks to determine if the grantors in the chain of title were 
seized of a marketable title, free of all taxes, liens or encumbrances, 
at the time such grantor made or intends to make the conveyance. 
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In making such examination he is entitled to rely with safety upon 
an examination of the records and act upon the assurances against 
all persons claiming under the grantor that what did not appear did 
not exist. Smith v. Fuller, 152 N.C. 7, 67 S.E. 48. 


Ordinarily, proceedings under Chapter 40 are instituted by the 
condemnor by petition containing an accurate description of the 
property which it seeks to condemn, thereby placing the landowner 
on the defendant’s or respondent’s side of the indexes and cross-in- 
dexes of the publie records and furnishing accessible means by which 
the property may be identified. 


[1] Blair instituted a special proceeding in the nature of inverse 
condemnation by petition which was devoid of description as to the 
property in litigation, and only contained a reference to an entire 
subdivision by name and reference to a map “which will be presented 
at the hearing of this case,” together with allegations, upon infor- 
mation and belief, that a right of way of 100 feet was confiscated. 
Blair’s name does not appear on the defendant, or respondent, side 
of the indexes or cross-indexes of the public records, nor was the 
special proceeding instituted by Blair mentioned in any of the deeds 
or muniments of title in plaintiffs’ chains of title. The record con- 
tains no map or any evidence which would show that defendants by 
any sign or overt act of any kind ever indicated a claim to the right 
of way of greater width than was actually used for highway pur- 
poses from ditch to ditch. Defendant Highway Commission only 
exercised dominion over so much of the right of way as it used in 
construction of the road from ditch to ditch, and allowed Blair’s suc- 
cessors in title to erect and maintain improvements up to the area 
over which it exercised dominion. Thus, had plaintiffs made diligent 
search of the public records, they would have found nothing to 
further locate or give notice of any adverse claim beyond the right 
of way used for construction of a highway, from ditch to ditch. Had 
plaintiffs directed their inquiry to an actual examination of the area 
in which the land in litigation was located, they would have found 
a highway 30 feet in width, extending from ditch to ditch, which 
would have been entirely consistent with the reservations or excep- 
tions of record and not inconsistent with their grantors’ title. 


In 3 Merrill on Notice, § 1167, at 89 (1952) it is stated: 


“Tt may be said that a lawsuit not diligently prosecuted is 
fraudulently maintained, in so far as the parties urge its pen- 
dency as a bar to the acquisition in good faith of interests free 
of the claims asserted therein. Accordingly, it is held generally 
that abandonment of the suit or a failure to prosecute it dili- 
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gently, even after an interlocutory decree, defeats lis pendens 
notification. Delay to prosecute his claim with dispatch may be 
as fatal to the cross-complaint relying upon the doctrine of lis 
pendens as it is to the complainant. he 


Certainly the strength of plaintiffs’ contentions in the instant 
case is highly accentuated by the action of the parties to the spe- 
cial proceeding in allowing the special proceeding, to which plain- 
tiffs were not parties, to lie dormant for a period of eleven years be- 
fore attempting to conclude it by a consent judgment. 


Plaintiffs, Blair’s successors in title, were not bound by the con- 
sent judgment entered in the special proceeding instituted by Blair. 


The decision of the trial court was without error, and the decision 
of the Court of Appeals is 


Reversed. 





SHARON E. ANDERSON, By HER Next Frirenp, EMERY ANDERSON vy. 
RAWLEIGH W. ROBINSON, bD/8/A ROBINSON BROTHERS MOTOR 
CO., anD JAMES A. JENKINS 


No. 110 
(Filed 31 January 1969) 


1. Negligence § 11— primary and secondary Liability 
Primary and secondary liability between defendants exists only when 
(1) they are jointly and severally liable to the plaintiff, and (2) either 
(a) one has been passively negligent but is exposed to liability through 
the active negligence of the other or (b) one alone has done the act which 
produced the injury but the other is derivatively liable for the negligence 
of the former. 


2. Pleadings § 19; Negligence § 10; Torts § 2— allegation of joint 
and concurring negligence 


Allegation by plaintiff that defendants jointly and concurrently proxi- 
mately caused her injuries is a conclusion of the pleader and is not ad- 
mitted by demurrer. 


3. Indemnity § 8; Pleadings § 14; Torts § 3—~_ establishing right 
to indemnity from another defendant 
In order for one defendant to establish a right to indemnity from a sec- 
ond defendant, he must allege and prove (1) that the second defendant 
is liable to plaintiff, and (2) that the first defendant’s liability to plaintiff 
is derivative, that Is, based on tortious conduct of the second defendant, 
or that the first defendant is only passively negligent but is exposed to 
liability through the active negligence of the second defendant. 
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4, Negligence § 25; Pleadings § 14; Torts § 8— action in tort— 
rights inter se of defendants — cross-action for breach of warranty 


In an action for personal injuries against an automobile driver and the 
used car dealer who sold the automobile to the driver, where plaintiff al- 
leged defendant driver was negligent (1) in the actual operation of the 
automobile and (2) in failing to inspect the brakes to determine whether 
they were adequate before driving on the highways, defendant driver is 
not entitled to maintain a cross-action against defendant car dealer based 
on breach of express and implied warranty that the automobile was free 
of mechanical defects, since under plaintiff’s allegations the driver will 
not be entitled to indemnification from the car dealer but will be held 
liable for plaintiff’s injuries only because of his own active negligence. 


On writ of certiorari to the North Carolina Court of Appeals. 
Same case below reported in 2 N.C. App. 191, 162 S.E. 2d 700. 


This is a civil action commenced by the minor plaintiff against 
the defendants for alleged injuries which she sustained in an auto- 
mobile accident on July 19, 1966. Plaintiff was a guest passenger in 
a 1962 Chevrolet automobile owned and operated by the defendant 
Jenkins, and purchased by defendant Jenkins from the defendant 
Robinson, a used car dealer, a few hours before the accident. The 
accident occurred at about 3 p.m. on a rainy afternoon when the 
Chevrolet automobile, traveling in a southerly direction on Dockery 
Road in Buncombe County, left the pavement and overturned near 
the intersection of Dockery Road and R.P.R. 1003. Plaintiff alleged 
specific acts of negligence against each defendant. 


As to the defendant Jenkins, the driver and owner of the auto- 
mobile, plaintiff alleged that he drove the automobile upon the high- 
ways when he knew or should have known that it had not been in- 
spected as required by State law, and without personally inspecting 
it for mechanical defects; that, he drove at a speed greater than was 
reasonable and prudent under the circumstances, and failed to reduce 
speed when approaching an intersection and attempting to make a 
turn; that he failed to keep his automobile under control and to keep 
a proper lookout; and that he drove carelessly and recklessly without 
due regard to the safety of others on the highway. Plaintiff alleged 
that the negligence of the defendant Jenkins was a proximate cause 
of the injuries sustained by her. 


As to the defendant Robinson plaintiff alleged that he sold the 
Chevrolet automobile to Jenkins and allowed him to drive it upon 
the highways of the State when he knew or should have known that 
the brakes were inadequate and defective; that he sold the car with- 
out first having it inspected as required by State law; and that he 
failed to have the brakes repaired after having been notified of their 
defective condition. 
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Plaintiff alleged that the negligence of the defendant Robinson 
was a proximate cause of the injuries sustained by her. 


Plaintiff alleged that the negligence of each defendant “joined in 
and concurred in force and effect” with the negligence of the other, 
and that said negligence was the sole proximate cause of the injur- 
ies sustained by her. Plaintiff prayed that she have and recover of 
the defendants, jointly and severally, damages in the sum of $100,000. 


Robinson in his answer denied any negligence, and as a further 
answer and defense alleged that the defendant Jenkins had operated 
the car several times before he purchased it, that the brakes seemed 
to be in good condition, and that said automobile was inspected as 
required by law and said inspection revealed no brake defects. 


In his answer defendant Jenkins denied any negligence on his 
part, and as a first answer and defense alleged that the accident re- 
sulted solely from unexpected brake failure, which occurred without 
prior notice or warning of any kind. As a second further answer and 
defense and by way of cross-action against his co-defendant, he al- 
leged that Robinson expressly and impliedly warranted said motor 
vehicle to be free of mechanical defects, and that the accident re- 
sulted solely and exclusively from the conduct of the defendant 
Robinson in failing to properly inspect and service the car when he 
knew or should have known the defective condition of the brakes. 
Jenkins alleged that, if he is adjudged lable in any way, he is en- 
titled to recover from Robinson “complete and full indemnification 
therefor by reason of the representations and warranties hereinabove 
set forth and by reason of the primary negligence” of Robinson. 
Jenkins prays that if he be adjudged hable, then he is entitled to 
recover “indemnification therefor against the co-defendant, .. . 
and that said co-defendant be adjudged primarily liable to the plain- 
tiff, and this defendant, at most, only secondarily liable.” 


Defendant Robinson moved to strike all the “second further an- 
swer and defense and cross-action” from defendant Jenkins’ answer. 
The motion was allowed by the trial court. Jenkins appealed. In the 
North Carolina Court of Appeals a panel of the Court rendered a 
unanimous decision written by Campbell, J., affirming the decision 
of the lower court. In its opinion the Court of Appeals used this lan- 
guage in substance: This case is clearly within the doctrine and 
holding of Greene v. Laboratories, Inc., 254 N.C. 680, 120 S.E. 2d 
82, where all the various views are clearly set forth in the decision 
written for a divided court by Justice Moore. In closing its opinion 
the Court of Appeals said this: “We can add nothing to what has 
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been said in Greene v. Laboratories where the subject is covered in 
complete detail.” 


Defendant Jenkins filed a petition for a writ of certiorari in this 
Court, which we allowed. 


Wiliams, Wilkams and Merris by James F. Blue, III, for defend- 
ant Jenkins, appellant. 


Van Winkle, Buck, Wall, Starnes & Hyde by O. E. Starnes, Jr,, 
and Scott N. Brown, Jr., for defendant Robinson, appellee. 


PARKER, C.J. 


[1] Jenkins’ goal, as alleged in his stricken “second further an- 
swer and defense and cross-action,” is complete exoneration or in- 
demnity, not contribution under G.S. 1-240. He has alleged that the 
accident was caused solely and completely by the negligence of his 
co-defendant. As stated by Sharp, J., in Edwards v. Hamill, 262 
N.C. 528, 531, 188 S.E. 2d 151, 153: “Primary and secondary habil- 
ity between defendants exists only when: (1) they are jointly and 
severally liable to the plaintiff [citations]; and (2) either (a) one 
has been passively negligent but is exposed to lability through the 
active negligence of the other or (b) one alone has done the act 
which produced the injury but the other is derivatively liable for the 
negligence of the former. [citations].” 


[2] Allegation by the plaintiff in her complaint that the defend- 
ants jointly and concurrently proximately caused her injuries is a 
conclusion of the pleader, and is not admitted by demurrer. Ballin- 
ger v. Thomas, 195 N.C. 517, 142 S.E. 761. 


[3] Before Jenkins can establish a right to indemnity from Rob- 
inson, he must allege and prove (1) that Robinson is liable to plain- 
tiff, and (2) that Jenkins’ liability to plaintiff is derivative, that is, 
based on the tortious conduct of Robinson, or that Jenkins is only 
passively negligent but is exposed to liability through the active 
negligence of Robinson. Hendricks v. Fay, Inc., 273 N.C. 59, 159 
S.E. 2d 362. 


[4] In his answer and cross-claim, Jenkins alleged that the sole 
cause of the accident was the negligence and breach of warranty by 
defendant Robinson. Jenkins is entitled to indemnification from Rob- 
inson only if he is held liable for an obligation for which Robinson 
is primarily liable. Plaintiff in her complaint alleged two distinct 
areas in which Jenkins was negligent: (1) In the actual driving of 
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the automobile, and (2) in failing to inspect the car before driving 
it on the highways. 


If the jury should find Jenkins liable on the grounds that he was 
guilty of negligence in driving, that being the proximate cause of 
the accident, then clearly he would have no cause of action over 
against Robinson. If the jury should find that Jenkins was negligent 
in failing to test the brakes and determine that they were adequate 
before driving on the highways, and that by such testing and inspec- 
tion he could have discovered the defect, then he would have no right 
to indemnity from Robinson. On the other hand, if the jury should 
find that Jenkins was not guilty of negligent driving, and that the 
condition of the brakes could not reasonably have been discovered 
by him, then the accident would in fact have been due to “sudden 
and unexpected brake failure,” as alleged in his answer, and Jenkins 
would not be hable. Thus, if Jenkins is held answerable for the 
plaintiff’s injuries under the facts as alleged it will be because of his 
own active negligence, and he will therefore not be entitled to in- 
demnification from Robinson. 


Any cross-action Jenkins has attempted to allege against Robin- 
son for breach of warranty cannot be litigated in plaintiff’s tort ac- 
tion, since it is not germane thereto. Steele v. Hauling Co., 260 N.C. 
486, 1383 S.E. 2d 197; Greene v. Laboratories, Inc., supra; McIntosh, 
N. C. Practice and Procedure, 2d ed., § 1244.5. 


It should be noted that the new Rules of Civil Procedure, effec- 
tive July 1, 1969, authorize a much wider range of cross-actions be- 
tween co-parties than heretofore permissible. See Rule 13(g). Com- 
pare, e.g., Greene v. Laboratories, Inc., supra. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is correct, but we think 
that it should have been based upon the precise point that we have 
based our decision on, instead of relying generally upon Greene v. 
Laboratories, Inc., supra, where many different principles of law are 
discussed. 


Affirmed. 
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CASES 


ARGUED AND DETERMINED IN THE 


SUPREME COURT 


OF 


NORTH CAROLINA 


AT 


RALEIGH 


SPRING TERM 1969 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. JAMES CURTIS MOORE, BOBBY RAY 
DAWSON, anp CARL PATRICK SPEIGHT 


No. 8 
(Filed 12 March 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 106—  nonsuit — corroboration of confession — 
proof of corpus delicti 
When the State offers evidence of the corpus delicti in addition to de- 
fendant’s confession of guilt, defendant’s motion to nonsuit is correctly 
denied. 


2. Arrest and Bail § 8— arrest without warrant 
An arrest without a warrant except as authorized by statute is illegal. 


8. Arrest and Bail § 3— arrest without warrant — misdemeanor 


An arrest without a warrant for misdemeanors not committed in the 
presence of the arresting officers is illegal. G.S. 15-41. 


4. Criminal Law § 75— illegal arrest — subsequent confession 


A confession obtained from a person in custody as a result of an 
illegal arrest is not ipso facto inadmissible, voluntariness remaining the 
test of admissibility, but the facts and circumstances surrounding the 
illegal arrest and the in-custody statement should be considered in de- 
termining whether the confession is voluntary and admissible. 


5. Criminal Law § 76— admissibility of confession — voir dire hear- 
ing 
When a purported confession of a defendant is offered into evidence 
and defendant objects, the trial judge, in the absence of the jury, should 
hear evidence of both the State and the defendant upon the question of 
the voluntariness of defendant’s statements. 
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6. Criminal Law § 76— admissibility of confession — voir dire hear- 
ing — necessity for findings of fact 


When there is conflicting evidence offered at a voir dire hearing to 
determine the admissibility of a confession, the trial judge must make 
findings of fact to show the bases of his ruling on the admissibility of 
the confession. 


7. Criminal Law § 76— admissibility of confession — voir dire hear- 
ing — failure of court to find facts 


Where the State and defendants offered conflicting evidence at the 
voir dire hearing to determine the admissibility of defendants’ purported 
confessions, failure of the trial court to make findings of fact to support 
its conclusion that any confession made by either of the three defendants 
was made freely and voluntarily entitles each of the defendants to a 
new trial. 


8. Constitutional Law § 31— identity of informer 


A defendant is not necessarily entitled to elicit the name of an in- 
former from the State’s witnesses. 


9. Constitutional Law § 31—- identity of informer 


The State’s privilege against disclosure of an informant’s identity must 
give way where the disclosure of the informant’s identity or the contents 
of his communication is relevant or helpful to the defense of the accused 
or is essential to fair determination of a cause. 


10. Arrest and Bail § 8; Constitutional Law § 31— identity of in- 
former — validity of arrest 


While defendants are entitled to question the police as to the reliabil- 
ity of an informer when the constitutional validity of defendants’ arrests 
is challenged, defendants are not prejudiced by refusal of the trial judge 
to allow defense counsel to question police officers about the identity of 
an informer who gave the officers information which led to defendants’ 
arrest where the illegality of the arrests has been established. 


AppEAL by defendants from decision of the North Carolina 
Court of Appeals filed on 18 December 1968 and reported in 3 
N.C. App. 286. 


Defendants James Curtis Moore and Bobby Ray Dawson were 
each charged in five separate warrants with malicious damage to 
property, including the charge herein considered. Each of these de- 
fendants entered a plea of guilty in Recorder’s Court of Wilson, 
N. C., and was sentenced to two years on each charge, to run con- 
secutively. Each defendant noted an appeal to the Superior Court, 
and bond for each was set in the amount of $25,000.00. 


Defendant Carl Patrick Speight was charged in three separate 
warrants with malicious damage to property, including the charge 
herein considered. These cases were also heard in the Wilson Re- 
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corder’s Court and defendant, upon a plea of guilty, was sentenced 
to two years on each charge, to run consecutively. He noted an 
appeal to the Superior Court and bond was set in the amount of 
$25,000.00. 


At the 24 June 1968 Criminal Term of the Superior Court of 
Wilson County before Parker (Joseph W.), J., each defendant was 
tried upon warrants charging malicious damage to property. The 
warrants charged that each defendant on or about the 6th day of 
April, 1968, “did unlawfully, wantonly and maliciously injure and 
destroy real property of the Bargin (sic) Grocery, owned and op- 
erated by B. J. Robbins, said real property being as follows: Break- 
ing out window glasses, and or did aid and abet in the said charge.” 


Each defendant through counsel entered a plea of not guilty. At 
trial the State offered evidence which indicated the following: On 
Saturday night, 6 April 1968, certain stores, including Bargain 
Grocery, were damaged and looted. Certain members of the Wilson 
Police Department, including Detective John Ed Davis, investi- 
gated the damage to Bargain Grocery, and around 12:00 or 12:30 
at night notified the owner, B. J. Robbins. Mr. Robbins found his 
store looted, the plate glass window smashed, merchandise burned 
and seattered throughout the store and considerable fire and water 
damage incurred. Mr. Robbins did not know who had looted his 
store. 


While Detective Davis was testifying, he was asked questions 
concerning statements made by defendants, and upon objection, the 
jury was excused and a voir dire hearing held. On voir dire, Detec- 
tive Davis testified that on Sunday, 7 April 1968, he received in- 
formation from a certain person that each of the three defendants 
participated in breaking the windows of Bargain Grocery. Detec- 
tive Davis did not reveal the name of the informer and made no 
statement concerning the informer’s reliability. 


The following Monday, 8 April 1968, Detective Davis and De- 
tective Smith talked with defendant Moore at his apartment, which 
was some 200 feet from the Bargain Grocery. Detective Davis asked 
Moore to get into the police car and advised him that he was under 
arrest for malicious damage to property. Detective Davis further 
testified that, after giving Moore the Miranda warning in the car, 
Moore stated that he had participated in damaging and looting the 
store. Detectives Davis and Smith, later in the same day, arrested 
defendant Speight at the same set of apartments and advised him 
of his rights. The following day, 9 April 1968, after a night in jail, 
Speight made a statement implicating himself in the damage to 
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Bargain Grocery. Defendant Dawson was also arrested on 8 April 
1968 by Detective Parks of the Wilson Police Department. On 9 
April 1968, also following a night in jail, Dawson, after being ad- 
vised of his rights, made a statement to Detective Davis implicat- 
ing himself in the breaking of the glass at Bargain Grocery. De- 
tective Davis testified that none of the inculpatory statements al- 
legedly made by defendants were ever reduced to writing. 


On voir dire each defendant gave testimony that conflicted with 
the testimony of the police. Each defendant denied making any in- 
criminating statement concerning Bargain Grocery to the police 
officers. Moore testified that he walked out of the house as a group 
of boys broke out the windows at Parramore Oil Company about 
200 feet away and that this was the only thing he had admitted to 
the police. Speight testified that he admitted he broke a window 
(not any particular window) due to a promise from the police to 
lower the amount of his bail. Dawson’s testimony was in such con- 
flict that he named both 8 April and 10 April, 1968, as being the 
first time he made any admission concerning breaking the windows. 
In a room over the courtroom, in response to Detective Davis’ 
naming of three stores, Dawson stated that he was guilty, but Daw- 
son testified that Bargain Grocery was not in the list and that he 
had admitted nothing concerning Bargain Grocery. Dawson stated 
that he pleaded guilty in the Recorder’s Court because of a sug- 
gestion by the police that he would get a lighter sentence. It is noted, 
however, that defendants’ evidence was not in conflict with the 
State’s evidence concerning the circumstances surrounding the actual 
arrest, 


Following the voir dire examination on the voluntariness of the 
inculpatory statements made by defendants, the Court found the 
statements to have been voluntarily made and admitted them into 
evidence before the jury. Officer Davis then testified, inter aha, as 
to defendants’ confessions in presence of the jury. 


Officer Smith of the Wilson Police Department testified that he 
had been acquainted personally with defendants Moore and Daw- 
son for five or six years and that he saw defendants Moore and 
Dawson sometime between 11 and 2 o'clock on the night of 6 April 
1968 running down the street with a crowd of eight to ten boys ap- 
proximately a block from Bargain Grocery. 


Each defendant testified that he had nothing to do with the dam- 
age to Bargain Grocery and offered evidence in the nature of an 
alibi. 

All the evidence tended to show that each defendant was ar- 
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rested without @ warrant for misdemeanors not committed in the 
presence of the arresting officers. 


The jury returned a verdict of guilty as to each defendant and 
the Court sentenced each defendant to two years in prison. Each 
defendant appealed to the North Carolina Court of Appeals. That 
Court found no error. Defendants then appealed to this Court pur- 
suant to N. C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-380.1, alleging violation of their con- 
stitutional rights under the Fourth, Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth 
Amendments to the United States Constitution and Article I, Sec- 
tions 11, 15 and 17 of the North Carolina Constitution. 


Attorney General Morgan and Assistant Attorney General Har- 
rell for the State. 


Chambers, Stein, Ferguson and Lanning for defendants. 


BRANCH, J. 


[1] Defendants assign as error the denial of their motions for 
nonsuit. When the State offers evidence of the corpus delicti in ad- 
dition to defendant’s confession of guilt, defendant’s motion to non- 
suit is correctly denied. State v. Stinson, 263 N.C. 2838, 139 S.E. 2d 
558. Here, defendants’ confessions with the evidence aliunde as to 
the corpus delicti were sufficient to overrule their motions for non- 
suit. 


Defendants also assign as error the admission into evidence, over 
their objections, of the testirnony of police officers concerning al- 
leged inculpatory statements made by each of the defendants af- 
ter their arrest without a warrant and made while each defendant 
Was in custody. 


[2] An arrest without warrant except as authorized by statute is 
illegal. State v. Mobley, 240 N.C. 476, 83 S.E. 2d 100. 
N. C. Gen. Stat. § 15-41, entitled “When officer may arrest with- 
out warrant,” in part provides: 
“A peace officer may without warrant arrest a person: 


(1) When the person to be arrested has committed a felony 
or misdemeanor in the presence of the officer or when the offi- 
cer has reasonable ground to believe that the person to be ar- 
rested has committed a felony or misdemeanor in his presence;” 


[3] Here, each defendant was charged with a misdemeanor and 
the record clearly discloses that the alleged misdemeanors did not 
occur in the presence of the arresting officers, and that the arrests 
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were made without warrants. Thus, the arrest of each defendant 
must be treated as illegal. We must therefore decide whether, un- 
der the circumstances of this case, the alleged inculpatory state- 
ments of each defendant must be excluded because of the prior il- 
legal arrest. 


[4] In McNabb v. Umted States, 318 U.S. 332, 87 L. Ed. 819, 63 
S. Ct. 608 (1943), and Jfallory v. Umted States, 354 U.S. 449, 1 L. 
Ed. 2d 1497, 77 8. Ct. 1856 (1957), a rule dealing with cases of unlaw- 
ful delay between arrest and arraignment before a United States 
Commissioner was formulated. This rule states that a confession 
made during such unlawful delay is held to be ipso facto inad- 
missible. Mallory v. United States, supra; Upshaw v. United States, 
335 U.S. 410, 938 L. Ed. 100, 69 8. Ct. 170 (1948); McNabb v. United 
States, supra. However, the McNabb-Mallory rule is based on rule 
5(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, and the U. &. 
Supreme Court has made it clear that it is a rule of evidence formu- 
lated through the exercise of the Court’s supervisory authority over 
the administration of criminal justice in the federal courts and not 
a constitutional limitation binding upon the State courts. Ker v. 
California, 374 U.S. 23, 10 L. Ed. 2d 726, 83 8. Ct. 1623 (1963) ; 
Culombe v. Connecticut, 367 U.S. 568, 6 L. Ed. 2d 1037, 81 8. Ct. 
1860 (1961); Brown v. Allen, 344 U.S. 443, 97 L. Ed. 469, 73 8. Ct. 
397 (1953); Gallegos v. Nebraska, 342 U.S. 55, 96 L. Ed. 86, 72 8. 
Ct. 141 (1951). 


In Weeks v. Umted States, 232 U.S. 883, 58 L. Ed. 652, 34 8S. Ct. 
341 (1914), the U. 8. Supreme Court held that in a federal prosecu- 
tion the Fourth Amendment barred as “fruit of a poison tree” evi- 
dence secured through an illegal search and seizure. This rule was 
made applicable to the states by Alapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 648, 6 L. 
Ed. 2d 1081, 81 8. Ct. 1684 (1960). Appellants rely heavily on the 
case of Wong Sun v. United States, 371 U.S. 471, 9 L. Ed. 2d 441, 
83 S. Ct. 407 (19638) as extending the “poison fruit’ doctrine to 
verbal statements following an illegal arrest. 


In Wong Sun v. United States, supra, six or seven federal nar- 
cotics officers, acting on information secured from an informer and 
without procuring a search warrant or arrest warrant, went to the 
laundry where defendant Toy worked and lived. One of the officers 
rang the bell and told Toy that he was calling for laundry and dry 
cleaning. When Toy started to close the door, the officer identified 
himself as a federal narcotics agent. Toy slammed the door and 
ran. The officers broke the door open and followed him into the bed- 
room where his wife and child were sleeping. He was arrested and 
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handcuffed, and within a very short time he made an inculpatory 
statement. Toy’s confession implicated defendant Wong Sun, who 
was arrested and later released on his own recognizance. Wong Sun 
made no inculpatory statement prior to his initial release. Several 
days later Wong Sun voluntarily returned to the police station and 
made an inculpatory statement. Excluding the Toy confession as 
being “fruit of official illegality” and admitting the Wong Sun con- 
fession on the basis that the connection between the prior illegal ar- 
rest and later confession had “become so attenuated as to dissipate 
the taint,” the United States Supreme Court, 2nter alia, stated: 

“The exclusionary rule has traditionally barred from trial 
physical, tangible materials obtained either during or as a di- 
rect result of an unlawful invasion. It follows from our holding 
in Silverman v. United States, 365 U.S. 505, 5 L. Ed. 2d 734, 
81 S. Ct. 679, that the Fourth Amendment may protect against 
the overhearing of verbal statements as well as against the more 
traditional seizure of ‘papers and effects.’ Similarly, testimony 
as to matters observed during an unlawful invasion has been 
excluded in order to enforce the basic constitutional policies. 
McGinnis v. United States, (CA1 N.H.), 227 F. 2d 598. Thus, 
verbal evidence which derives so immediately from an unlawful 
entry and an unauthorized arrest as the officers’ action in the 
present case is no less the ‘fruit’ of official illegality than the 
more common tangible fruits of the unwarranted intrusion. See 
Neuslein v. District of Columbia, 738 App. D.C. 85, 115 F. 2d 
690. Nor do the policies underlying the exclusionary rule in- 
vite any logical distinction between physical and verbal evi- 
dence. . . 

“The Government argues that Toy’s statements to the offi- 
cers in his bedroom, although closely consequent upon the in- 
vasion which we hold unlawful, were nevertheless admissible 
because they resulted from ‘an intervening independent act of 
free will.’ This contention, however, takes insufficient account 
of the circumstances. Six or seven officers had broken the door 
and followed on Toy’s heels into the bedroom where his wife 
and child were sleeping. He had been almost immediately hand- 
cuffed and arrested. Under such circumstances it 1s unreason- 
able to infer that Toy’s response was sufficiently an act of free 
will to purge the primary taint of the unlawful invasion. 


“., We need not hold that all evidence is ‘fruit of the 
poisonous tree’ simply because it would not have come to light 
but for the illegal actions of the police. . . .” 
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We find no United States Supreme Court decision on this precise 
point since the decision in Wong Sun; however, the language used 
by the Supreme Court in Wong Sun has been interpreted by the state 
and lower federal appellate courts so as to produce a definite split 
of authority. 


One line of authority holds that any confession made subsequent 
to an illegal arrest, regardless of its voluntariness, must be excluded. 


In State v. Mercurio, 96 R.I. 464, 194 A. 2d 574 (1963), the de- 
fendants were arrested without warrants for violation of the gambl- 
ing statutes, a misdemeanor. The police had information that de- 
fendants’ automobile was being used in connection with a gambling 
operation, but while observing the car had no reason to believe that 
a misdemeanor was being committed in their presence. The Rhode 
Island Supreme Court stated: “[T]he arrests of defendants having 
been made without warrants or probable cause, we hold that the 
moneys, documents and statements taken and elicited from them at 
the time of their detention were inadmissible. . . .” The Court 
interpreted Wong Sun as saying that ‘all evidence seized and in- 
criminating statements elicited from one whose arrest had not been 
made with probable cause were not admissible at his trial.” 


The District of Columbia Court of Appeals considered this ques- 
tion in the case of Lyons v. United States, 221 A. 2d 711 (1966). 
There, the defendant Lyons was arrested with no probable cause 
under the narcotics vagranecy statute. He was arrested while sitting 
in a car with a known narcotics user and thief, who had narcotics 
in his possession and who was also arrested. Police found needle 
marks on Lyons’ arms and got his admission that he used narcotics. 
The Court stated: ‘These items of evidence (the needle marks and 
the admissions) were obtained as a result of an illegal detention of 
Lyons and were not admissible against him.” 


In Gatlin v. United States, 326 F. 2d 666 (D.C. Cir. 1963), the 
defendant was arrested for robbery without probable cause and 
without a warrant while walking down the street a mile and a half 
from the scene of the crime. After arriving at police headquarters, 
a few minutes after the illegal arrest, the defendant confessed. The 
Court in excluding the confession stated: 


“Verbal evidence obtained from unlawful police action ‘is 
no less the “fruit” of official illegality than the more common 
tangible fruits of the unwarranted intrusion. Wong Sun uv. 
United States. (Citations omitted) Accord, Fahy v. Connecti- 
cut, supra (3875 US 85). The government’s attempt to distinguish 
Wong Sun on the ground that Miller’s confession was only an 
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attenuated fruit of his illegal arrest is not persuasive. In Wong 
Sun the illegal arrest alone made the post-arrest admissions 
while still in custody poisonous fruit.” 


In accord with this line of authority are: Commonwealth v. 
Young, 349 Mass. 175, 206 N.E. 2d 694 (1965) (dictum); State v. 
Thompson, 1 Ohio App. 2d 538, 206 N.E. 2d 5 (1965); State v. Du- 
four, 99 R.I. 120, 206 A. 2d 82 (1965). 


The other line of authority holds that Wong Sun does not re- 
quire ipso facto the exclusion of a confession made following an 
illegal arrest. However, there is some disagreement as to the exact 
requirements of Wong Sun. 


The Connecticut Court in State v. Traub, 151 Conn. 246, 196 A. 
2d 755 (1963), cert. den. 377 U.S. 960, 12 L. Ed. 2d 503, 84 S. Ct. 
1637, interpreted Wong Sun as adding a causation test to the estab- 
lished voluntariness test. The Court, in ruling that a confession 
made by Traub following an illegal arrest was admissible, stated: 


“In other words, where, as we are assuming for the pur- 
poses of this opinion, a detention is illegal, a confession made 
during such a detention cannot be admitted unless and until 
the State proves that (1) the confession was truly voluntary, 
and (2) it was not caused or brought about by, or the fruit of, 
the illegal detention. It is the second, or causation factor, which 
Wong Sun added to the voluntariness requirement. If the de- 
tention is illegal, then it must be eliminated as an operative 
factor. If the detention is legal, the causative factor is imma- 
terial if the first requirement of voluntariness is satisfied.” 


Our research reveals that the Connecticut Court was not departing 
from their own precedent in inserting the causation element, since 
in the case of State v. Zukauskas, 182 Conn. 450, 45 A. 2d 289 
(1945) the Court held that causation was one of the tests in determ- 
ining the admissibility of a confession following an illegal detention. 

Compare Collins v. Beto, 348 F. 2d 823, (5th Cir. 1965); Penn- 
sylvania ex rel Craig v. Maroney, 348 F. 2d 22 (8rd Cir. 1965), 
cert. den., 884 U.S. 1019. 


A large number of the jurisdictions which interpret Wong Sun 
as not requiring ipso facto the exclusion of a confession made fol- 
lowing an illegal arrest retain the test of voluntariness as controlling 
in determining the admissibility of a confession which has been pre- 
ceded by an illegal arrest. 


The following cases are representative of this line of authority: 
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In the case of Prescoe v. State, 231 Md. 486, 191 A. 2d 226 (1963), 
the defendant, while at his home at 2:30 A.M., was arrested for 
grand larceny without a warrant. Six hours after his arrest, while 
at the station house, the defendant made a confession. At his trial 
the State admitted that the reason a warrant was not obtained for 
defendant’s arrest was that the police did not have sufficient grounds 
therefor. Thus, the court assumed the arrest to be illegal. However, 
at the trial the defendant’s attorney admitted that the confession 
was voluntary, but claimed that Wong Sun still required its exclu- 
sion. The Court found that voluntariness was still the sole test and 
that defendant was bound by the judicial admission of his attorney. 


The rule of Prescoe v. State, supra, has been affirmed in Dailey 
v. State, 239 Md. 596, 212 A. 2d 257 (1965), cert. den. 384 U.S. 913; 
Mefford v. State, 235 Md. 497, 201 A. 2d 824 (1964), cert. den. 380 
U.S. 937; Peal v. State, 232 Md. 329, 1938 A. 2d 58 (1963); Stewart 
v. State, 232 Md. 318, 193 A. 2d 40 (1963). 


In People v. Freeland, 218 Cal. App. 2d 199, 32 Cal. Rptr. 132 
(1963), the evidence disclosed that the defendant was arrested with- 
out a warrant and charged with burglary. The court found the ar- 
rest to be illegal. After several hours of questioning at police head- 
quarters, the defendant confessed. Holding the confession to be ad- 
missible into evidence, the court stated: 


“TAjbsence of coercion and inducement continues to be the 
sole criterion of confession admissibility in California criminal 
prosecutions; illegal detention is only one of the factors which 
determine whether the statement is voluntary. (Citations omit- 
ted) 


“As to the particular kind of evidence at issue, a confes- 
sion, the ultimate test of admissibility remains that of volition 
in fact. If the individual’s ‘will was overborne’, if his confes- 
sion was not ‘the product of a rational intellect and his free 
will,’ it is inadmissible because coerced. (citations omitted) Ii 
the individual confesses his offense because he wills to confess, 
his statement is the product of his own choice, not that of the 
illegal restraint. To borrow a phrase from another area of the 
law, the choice of the accused becomes an independent, inter- 
vening cause of his confession, and his illegal restraint becomes 
only a collateral circumstance, not a cause.” 


In Burke v. United States, 328 F. 2d 399 (1st Cir. 1964), cert. 
den. 379 U.S. 849, the defendant Leo Burke was prosecuted for mail 
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robbery. He was arrested without a warrant or without probable 
cause. He was taken to the police station but was not immediately 
questioned because he appeared to have been drinking heavily. 
About eight hours after his arrest he was questioned by federal 
postal authorities who had fully advised him of his rights. The 
District Court found that the conversation and surrender of certain 
property by the defendant were admissible since it was made “de- 
liberately and voluntarily on the basis of an intervening, independ- 
ent act of his own free will, and that they were not made under 
the compulsion of the illegal arrest.” The Circuit Court of Appeals, 
affirming the decision of the District Court, stated: “[N]ot every 
statement or surrender of property made during an illegal arrest is 
created inadmissible because of the illegal arrest.” 


In United States v. Close, 349 F. 2d 841 (4th Cir. 1965), cert. 
den. 382 U.S. 992, the defendant was suspected of bank robbery, 
but was arrested by the Roanoke police on a vagrancy charge while 
the investigation was underway on the robbery. The defendant con- 
tended that statements made by him to federal officers while in jail 
on the vagrancy charge were inadmissible. The Court, finding the 
arrest to be legal, stated: 


“Assuming, arguendo, that the initial arrest by the Roanoke 
police was illegal, we construe Wong Sun as holding, in effect, 
that not all oral statements are the fruit of the ‘poisonous tree’ 
simply because they would not have been made but for the il- 
legal actions of the police. We think the Court in Wong Sun 
clearly indicates the view that a statement which is shown to 
have been freely and voluntarily made without coercion, either 
physical or psychological, may be thereby purged of any stigma 
of illegality and the statement is admissible.” 


Although this statement was dictum, it clearly represents the view 
of the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals and the line of authority 
here being considered. 


In the case of Hollingsworth v. United States, 321 F. 2d 342 (10th 
Cir. 1963), defendant was arrested in his room on a vagrancy 
charge after the police had received a tip that he had committed a 
burglary. He was thereafter charged with unlawful possession of a 
firearm. Defendant contended that his statement made to the po- 
lice was inadmissible because of an asserted illegal arrest. The 
Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals, in affirming defendant’s conviction 
and holding the statement to be admissible, stated: “The fact that 
a confession was obtained from a person during his custody under 
an unlawful arrest does not ipso facto make it involuntary and in- 
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admissible, but the fact that a confession was obtained during such 
custody and the attendant circumstances should be considered in 
determining whether the confession was voluntary, but the volun- 
tariness still remains as the test of admissibility.” 


In accord with the view accepting voluntariness as the control- 
ling test are: Reeves v. Warden, 346 F. 2d 915 (4th Cir. 1965) (con- 
struing Maryland law); United States v. McGavic, 337 F. 2d 317 
(6th Cir. 1964), cert. den. 380 U.S. 9383; Ralph v. Pepersack, 335 
F, 2d 128 (4th Cir. 1964) (dictum), cert. den. 380 U.S. 925; United 
States v. McCarthy, 249 F. Supp. 199 (E. D. N. Y. 1966); State v. 
Kitashiro, 48 Hawaii, 204, 397 P. 2d 558 (1964); State v. Portee, 46 
N.J., 239, 216 A. 2d 227 (1966); State v. Hodgson, 44 N.J. 151, 207 
A. 2d 542 (1965), cert. den. 384 U.S. 1021; State v. Jackson, 438 NJ. 
148, 203 A. 2d 1 (1964), cert. den. 379 U.S. 982; State v. Hooper, 10 
Ohio App. 2d 229, 227 N.E. 2d 414 (1966), cert. den. 389 U.S. 928; 
Commonwealth v. Bishop, 425 Pa. 175, 228 A. 2d 661 (1967), cert. 
den. 389 U.S. 875; Jarvis v. State, 429 S.W. 2d 885 (Tex. Crim. 
1968); Pearson v. State, 414 S.W. 2d 675 (Tex. Crim. 1967); Lace- 
field v. State, 412 S.W. 2d 906 (Tex. Crim. 1967); State v. Keating, 
61 Wash. 2d 452, 378 P. 2d 703 (1963). 


Justice Frankfurter, speaking for the Court in the case of Cu- 
lombe v. Connecticut, supra (867 U.S. 568, 601), stated the elements 
of a voluntary confession in these words: 


“No single litmus-paper test for constitutionally imper- 
missible interrogation has been evolved. .. . 


«. . The ultimate test remains that which has been the 
only clearly established test in Anglo-American courts for 200 
years: the test of voluntariness. Is the confession the product 
of an essentially free and unconstrained choice by its maker? 
If it is, if he has willed to confess, it may be used against him. 
If it is not, if his will has been overborne and his capacity for 
self-determination critically impaired, the use of his confession 
offends due process.” 


We do not interpret Wong Sun to hold that every confession 
made subsequent to an illegal arrest is inadmissible since there the 
court, in approving the confession of the defendant Wong Sun, stated 
that because ‘Wong Sun had been released on his own recognizance 
after a lawful arraignment, and had returned voluntarily several 
days later to make the statement, we hold that the connection be- 
tween the arrest and the statement had become so attenuated as to 
dissipate the taint.” Nor is it reasonable that the cathartic effect of 
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subsequent attenuating circumstances should affect the admissibility 
of a confession following an illegal arrest any more than a show- 
ing that there were no oppressive or traumatic circumstances ac- 
companying the arrest in the first place which would tend to over- 
bear the will of the person making the confession. Rather, it seems 
that the decision in Wong Sun v. United States, supra, rested on 
the oppressive circumstances surrounding the arrest. This conclu- 
sion is substantiated by this language from Wong Sun, supra: “The 
Government argues that Toy’s statements to the officers in his bed- 
room, although closely consequent upon the invasion which we 
hold unlawful, were nevertheless admissible because they resulted 
from ‘an intervening independent act of a free will.’ This conten- 
tion, however, takes insufficient account of the circumstances. Six 
or seven officers had broken the door and followed on Toy’s heels 
into the bedroom where his wife and child were sleeping. He had 
been almost immediately handcuffed and arrested. Under such cir- 
cumstances it is unreasonable to infer that Toy’s response was 
sufficiently an act of free will to purge the primary taint of the un- 
lawful invasion.” (Emphasis added) 


We condemn any illegal act by police officers. However, when 
viewed in the narrow field of voluntary confession, we fail to see 
why an illegal arrest— unaccompanied by violent or oppressive 
circumstances — would be more coercive than a legal arrest. 


[4] Both reason and weight of authority lead us to hold that every 
statement made by a person in custody as a result of an illegal 
arrest is not ~pso facto involuntary and inadmissible, but the facts 
and circumstances surrounding such arrest and the in-custody state- 
ment should be considered in determining whether the statement is 
voluntary and admissible. Voluntariness remains as the test of ad- 
missibility. 

[5, 6] In this jurisdiction, when a purported confession of a de- 
fendant is offered into evidence and defendant objects, the trial 
judge, in the absence of the jury, hears evidence of both the State 
and the defendant upon the question of the voluntariness of defend- 
ant’s statements. State v. Gray, 268 N.C. 69, 150 S.E. 2d 1, cert. 
den. 386 U.S. 911; State v. Rogers, 2388 N.C. 390, 64 S.E. 2d 572. The 
general rule is that after such inquiry, when there is conflicting evi- 
dence offered at the voir dire hearing, the trial judge shall make 
findings of fact to show the bases of his ruling on the admissibility 
of the evidence offered. State v. Bishop, 272 N.C. 283, 158 S.E. 2d 
511; State v. Conyers, 267 N.C. 618, 148 S.E. 2d 569. 


In the case of State v. Conyers, supra, the trial judge held a 
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voir dire hearing as to the voluntariness of defendant’s confession 
and at the conclusion of the voir dire hearing made the following 
entry: “Let the records show that the Court finds the statement 
and admissions to Officer Munn and Officer Watkins were made 
freely and voluntarily by the defendant without reward or hope of 
reward, or inducement, or any coercion from said officers.” There, 
the Court, in granting a new trial, stated: “The court did not make 
findings of fact. The statements in the court’s ruling are conclu- 
sions.” 


[7] In the case before us, upon objection of defendants to the 
offer of their respective purported confessions, the Court conducted 
a voir dire hearing. The evidence of each of the defendants was in 
sharp conflict with the evidence offered by the State. 


At the conclusion of the preliminary hearing the trial judge made 
the following entry. (R p 45) 


“Let the record show that the motions by the defendants’ 
attorney in regard to all three defendants, the motions are de- 
nied. The court finds as a fact that any statement made by 
either of the three defendants were made freely and voluntarily 
and understandingly, without promise or hope of reward, with- 
out threat, coercion, duress, or any other undue influence, and 
that the evidence in regard to same is competent in this crim- 
inal action. To the foregoing ruling of the court, the defendants 
in open court except.” 


We are unable to distinguish instant case from State v. Conyers, 
supra. Thus, we hold that since the court did not make findings of 
fact, but only entered conclusions, there is error which entitles each 
of the defendants to a new trial. 


[8, 9] The only remaining assignment of error warranting discus- 
sion involves the refusal of the trial judge to allow the defense 
counsel to question the police about the identity of their informer. 
A defendant is not necessarily entitled to elicit the name of an in- 
former from the State’s witnesses. State v. Boles, 246 N.C. 88, 97 
S.E. 2d 476. The Government’s privilege against disclosure of an 
informant’s identity is based on the public policy of “the further- 
ance and protection of the public interest in effective law enforce- 
ment.” Roviaro v. United States, 353 U.S. 58, 1 L. Ed. 2d 639, 77 
S. Ct. 623. However, the privilege must give way “[w]here the dis- 
closure of the informer’s identity, or of the contents of his com- 
munication, is relevant and helpful to the defense of the accused, or 
is essential to fair determination of a cause. . . .” Roviaro v. Umted 
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States, supra. In the instant case there was no showing that the 
identity of the informer would be relevant or helpful to defendants’ 
cases. 


[10] We recognize that defendants are entitled to question the 
police as to the reliability of the informer when the constitutional 
validity of the arrest is challenged. McCray v. Illnow, 386 US. 
300, 18 L. Ed. 2d 62, 87 S. Ct. 1056; Beck v. Ohio, 379 U.S. 89, 18 
L. Ed. 2d 142, 85 8. Ct. 223. However, in the cases before us the in- 
validity of the arrests has been established and new trials granted 
on other grounds. This contention should not arise at the new trials. 
This assignment of error is overruled. 


Because of error affecting the trial of each of the defendants, 
the decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed and the cause is 
remanded to that Court with direction to award a new trial to 
each of the defendants, to be tried in accordance with the principles 
herein enunciated. 


Error and remanded. 


H. T. JACKSON, ROY BUMPASS, G. C. SMITH, anp SANFORD SMITH, 
APPELLANTS Vv. GUILFORD COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT UnpER 
THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF GUILFORD CouUNTYy, DR. ROBERT M. FOX, 
CHAIRMAN; S. R. STAFFORD, PAUL PHIPPS, ORVIE HAYWORTH, 
HOWARD 8S. WAYNICK, RecuLar MEMBERS; WILLIAM H. LANIER, 
R. MACK PEOPLES, ALTERNATE MEMBERS; AND LESTER O. JONES, 


APPELLEES 
No. 6 
(Filed 12 March 1969) 
1. Municipal Corporations § 30; Injunctions § 7; Nuisance § 6— use 


of land —rights of adjoining landowners — standing to sue 


The mere fact that one’s proposed lawful use of his own land will di- 
minish the value of adjoining or nearby lands of another does not give 
to such other person a standing to maintain an action, or other legal 
proceeding, to prevent such use; but where the proposed use is unlawful, 
the owner of adjoining or nearby lands who will sustain special damage 
from the proposed use through a reduction in the value of his own prop- 
erty does have a standing to maintain such proceeding. 


2. Municipal Corporations § 31-- exercise of zoning powers — role of 
courts 

The courts, at the suit of a landowner threatened with injury, may not 

compel a city or other governmental unit to exercise a zoning authority 
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conferred upon it by statute or prevent it from amending or repealing a 
valid zoning ordinance previously adopted by it. 


8. Municipal Corporations § 30— zoning ordinance — invalid amend- 
ment — remedy of adjoining landowner 


If purported zoning ordinance amendment permitting a use of property 
forbidden by the original ordinance is itself invalid, the prohibition upon 
the use remains in effect; the owner of other land who will be specially 
damaged by such proposed use has standing to maintain a proceeding in 
the courts to prevent it. 


4. Municipal Corporations § 80— zoning — board of adjustment — ef- 
fect of unlawful order 


Order of a zoning board of adjustment purporting to grant an excep- 
tion to a valid zoning ordinance, which order is in excess of the authority 
of such board, leaves the proposed use within the prohibition of the 
ordinance and, therefore, unlawful. 


5. Counties § 5— county zoning — board of adjustment — order grant- 
ing special exception 
Landowners are held proper parties to attack validity of an order of 
a county zoning board of adjustment granting special exception for a 
mobile home park in an A-l Agricultural District, where basis of the 
landowners’s contention is that the county zoning ordinance forbids the 
proposed use without a properly granted exception and the board has no 
authority to grant the exception. 


6. Counties § 5—— county zoning — derivation of authority 
Counties have no inherent authority to enact zoning ordinances but de- 
rive their authority from Article 20B, Ch. 158, of the General Statutes, 
which expressly confers such power upon the boards of county commis- 
sioners. 


7. Constitutional Law § 8; Municipal Corporations § 29; Counties 
§ 2— delegation of legislative powers — municipalities —- counties 
The authority of the General Assembly to delegate to municipal cor- 
porations the power to legislate concerning local problems, such as zon- 
ing, is an exception to the general rule that legislative powers, vested in 
the General Assembly by Art. II, § 1, of the N. ©. Constitution, may not 
be delegated by it; this exception extends, as to other types of local mat- 
ters, to a like delegation to counties and other units established by the 
General Assembly for local government. 


8. Counties § 5— county zoning — delegation of powers to county com- 
missioners 
Notwithstanding Art. 1J, § 1, of the N. C. Constitution, the General As- 
sembly may confer upon county boards of commissioners power to adopt 
zoning ordinances otherwise valid. 


9. Counties § 5— county zoning — delegation of zoning power to board 
of adjustment 

A county zoning ordinance may not delegate zoning powers to the 

county board of adjustment. G.S. 153-266.10, G.S. 153-266.11, G.S. 153-266.17, 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


ali 


Counties § 5— county zoning ordinance — delegation of adminis- 
trative powers 


Provision of county zoning ordinance that the board of adjustment is 
to grant a permit to establish a mobile home park in an A-1 Agricultural 
District “in accordance with the principles, conditions, safeguards and 
procedures specified in this ordinance” or is to deny the permit “when not 
in harmony with the purpose and intent of this ordinance” relates to 
matters of administration and is not invalid as a delegation of the legis- 
lative power to change or add to the law as fixed in the ordinance. 


Counties § 5— county zoning ordinance — unlawful delegation of 
power to board of adjustment 


Provision of county zoning ordinance which requires board of adjust- 
ment to deny a permit for the establishment of a mobile home park in 
an A-l Agricultural District unless it finds that “the granting of the spe- 
cial exception will not adversely affect the public interest” is invalid un- 
der statute providing that county zoning ordinance may authorize board 
of adjustment to permit special exceptions to the zoning regulations in 
accordance with the principles, conditions, and safeguards specified in the 
ordinance. G.S. 153-266.17. 


Statutes § 5— rule of construction 

When a statute or ordinance prescribes two or more prerequisites to 
official action, the presumption is that none of them is a mere repetition 
of the others. 


Statutes § 5— rule of construction 

All parts of the same statute dealing with the same subject are to be 
construed together as a whole, and every part thereof must be given 
effect if this can be done by any fair or reasonable intendment. 


Statutes § 4— rule of construction — separability of valid from in- 
valid provisions 

If the valid provisions of a statute or ordinance are separable from 
invalid provisions therein, so that if the invalid provisions be stricken 
the remainder can stand alone, the valid portions will be given full effact 
if that was the legislative intent. 


Statutes § 4— rule of construction — legislative intent — giving 
effect to valid provision of statute 


When the statute or ordinance could be given effect had the invalid 
portion never been included, it will be given such effect if it is apparent 
that the legislative body, had it known of the invalidity of the one por- 
tion, would have enacted the remainder alone. 


AppEAL from the Court of Appeals. 


A comprehensive zoning ordinance of Guilford County divides 
of the county, outside the zoning jurisdictions of incorporated 


municipalities, into nine districts, including the A-1 Agricultural 
District, as to which the ordinance provides: 
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Section 1-3: “A-1 Agricultural District. Primarily for ag- 
ricultural purposes with provisions for single family residences 
and mobile homes and two family residences on large lots.” 


Section 5-1: “The A-1 Agricultural District is established 
as a district in which the principal use of land is for general 
agricultural purposes. In promoting the general purposes of this 
ordinance the specific intent of this Section is: to encourage the 
continued use of land for agricultural purposes; to prohibit 
scattered commercial and industrial uses of land; to prohibit 
any other use which would interfere with an integrated and ef- 
ficient development of the Jand for more intensive use as the 
county population increases; and to discourage any use, which 
because of its character or size, would create unusual require- 
ments and costs for providing public services, such as law en- 
forcement, fire protection, water supply and sewage disposal 
before such services are generally needed.” 


Lester O. Jones applied to the County Board of Adjustment for 
a special exception permitting him to establish a mobile home park 
with capacity for 25 mobile homes upon land owned by him in the 
A-1 Agricultural District. The board fixed a time for a hearing 
upon the application and gave notice thereof. The appellants and 
others appeared before the board at such hearing and testified in 
opposition to the application, they being the owners of residences in 
the district and contending that the establishment of the proposed 
mobile home park would adversely affect the values of their prop- 
erties and would injuriously affect the further development of the 
area as a residential community. The board, accompanied by the 
parties, viewed the proposed site and the surrounding area. It then 
issued its order containing its findings of fact and granting the spe- 
cial exception applied for, subject to certain conditions not pres- 
ently material. 


The only provisions in the ordinance specifically referring to the 
establishment of a mobile home park anywhere in the county are in 
Sections 3-10 and Article IV. Section 3-10 provides: 


“A mobile home park may be established as a special excep- 
tion in certain districts as prescribed by Article IV of this 
ordinance subject to the following conditions:” (Then follows 
a series of detailed specifications concerning the site plan, di- 
mensions of the park and of each mobile home space therein, 
driveways, parking spaces, recreation space, and the like, plus 
a provision for any other reasonable requirements, necessary to 
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accomplish the purpose of the ordinance, which the Board of 
Adjustment may specify.) 


Article IV of the ordinance is a detailed tabulation of permitted 
uses of land within the several districts. It provides that within 
certain districts, including the A-1 Agricultural District, permitted 
uses include: 


“Mobile home parks as a special exception, subject to the 
provisions of Section 6-18B and operated in accordance with 
the provisions of Section 3-10 and the Guilford County Board 
of Health’s regulations relating to the establishment and op- 
eration of mobile home parks.” (Emphasis added.) 


Section 6-18B authorizes the Board of Adjustment to grant spe- 
cial exceptions “in accordance with the principles, conditions, safe- 
guards, and procedures specified in this ordinance, or to deny spe- 
cial exceptions when not in harmony with the purpose and intent 
of this ordinance,” but then provides that such an exception shall 
not be granted by the board unless a written application therefor 
is submitted, a public hearing is had following a notice thereof and 
“the Board shall make a finding that it is authorized and empowered 
to grant a special exception urder the section of this ordinance de- 
scribed in the application and that the granting of the special ex- 
ception will not adversely affect the public interest.” (Emphasis 
added.) 


Section 7-1 of the ordinance provides: 


“In their interpretation and application the provisions of 
this Ordinance shall be held to be the mimmum requirements 
for the promotion of the public safety, health, convenience, 
prosperity, and general welfare. * * * All variances and spe- 
cial exceptions granted by the Board of Adjustment and all 
terms, conditions, and obligations imposed by the Board of 
Adjustment shall be binding as though explicitly provided in 
this Ordinance.” (Emphasis added.) 


Section 7-2 of the ordinance provides: 


“Should any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ord- 
inance be held invalid or unconstitutional by the Courts, such 
decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions 
of this Ordinance.” 


Section 1-1 of the ordinance states its over-all purpose as follows: 


“The zoning regulations and districts as herein set forth have 
been made in accordance with a comprehensive plan and are 
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designed to lessen congestion in the streets; to secure safety 
from fire, panic and other dangers; to promote health and gen- 
eral welfare; to provide adequate light and air; to prevent the 
overcrowding of land; to avoid undue concentration of popula- 
tion; and to facilitate the adequate provisions of transportation, 
water, sewerage, schools, parks, and other public requirements. 
These regulations have been made with reasonable considera- 
tion, among other things, as to the character of each district and 
its peculiar suitability for particular uses and with a view to 
conserving the value of buildings and encouraging the most ap- 
propriate use of land throughout the county. Further, these reg- 
ulations have been made with reasonable consideration for the 
expansion and development of each municipality within the 
county so as to provide for their orderly growth and develop- 
ment.” 


The order of the Board of Adjustment granting the special ex- 
ception applied for was reviewed by the Superior Court of Guilford 
County upon certiorari. Lupton, J., remanded the matter to the 
board for the reason that in its order it had not made a finding of 
fact that the granting of the special exception would not adversely 
affect the public interest, and directed the board to hold a further 
hearing and to make a finding of fact upon that question. 


Thereupon, the board held a further hearing, at which the appli- 
cant and the appellants introduced further evidence. The board 
then issued its second order, finding as a fact that “the granting of 
the special exception to permit Lester O. Jones to construct a 
mobile home park as applied for will not adversely affect the public 
interest” and granting the special exception. 


The matter was again reviewed by the Superior Court of Guil- 
ford County upon certiorari. Crissman, J., entered judgment over- 
ruling all of the appellants’ exceptions to the order of the board and 
affirming its order. This judgment of the superior court recites that 
when the matter came on for hearing in that court the appellants 
asserted that the order of the board should be vacated for three rea- 
sons: (1) There was not sufficient evidence before the board to sus- 
tain its finding that to grant the special exception will not adversely 
affect the public interest; (2) the board put upon the appellants the 
burden of showing that the public interest would be adversely af- 
fected; and (3) the delegation to the board of authority to grant 
special exceptions is “an unlawful and unconstitutional delegation 
of power and authority to the Board of Adjustment.” 


From the judgment of Crissman, J., the appellants appealed to 
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the Court of Appeals, assigning as error, among others, the holding 
that the delegation to the board of authority to grant special excep- 
tions was constitutional and lawful. 


The Court of Appeals affirmed the judgment of the superior court, 
its opinion being reported in 2 N.C. App. 408. The appellants there- 
upon appealed to this Court, asserting that the provision of the 
ordinance purporting to confer upon the board the authority to 
grant a special exception is a delegation of legislative power in vio- 
lation of Article II, Section 1, of the Constitution of North Carolina. 


Cannon, Wolfe, Coggin & Taylor for plaintiff appellants. 
J. Howard Coble and David I. Smith for defendant appellees. 


LaAkB, J. 


[1] The mere fact that one’s proposed lawful use of his own land will 
diminish the value of adjoining or nearby lands of another does not 
give to such other person a standing to maintain an action, or other 
legal proceeding, to prevent such use. Harrington & Co. v. Renner, 
236 N.C. 321, 72 S.E. 2d 838; 1 Am. Jur. 2d, Adjoining Landowners, 
§ 2. If, however, the proposed use is unlawful, as where it is pro- 
hibited by a valid zoning ordinance, the owner of adjoining or nearby 
lands, who will sustain special damage from the proposed use through 
a reduction in the value of his own property, does have a standing 
to maintain such proceeding. Zopft v. City of Wilmington, 273 N.C. 
430, 160 S.E. 2d 325; Harrington & Co. v. Renner, supra. 


[2, 3] The courts, at the suit of a landowner so threatened with 
injury, may not compel a city or other governmental unit to exer- 
cise a zoning authority conferred upon it by statute, or prevent it 
from amending or repealing a valid zoning ordinance previously 
adopted by it. Zopfi v. City of Wilmington, supra; In Re Markham, 
259 N.C. 566, 131 S.E. 2d 329; McKinney v. High Point, 239 N.C. 
232, 79 S.E. 2d 730. If, however, that which purports to be an amend- 
ment permitting a use of property forbidden by the original ordi- 
nance is, itself, invalid, the prohibition upon the use remains in 
effect. In that event, the owner of other land, who will be specially 
damaged by such proposed use, has standing to maintain a pro- 
ceeding in the courts to prevent it. See: Zopfi v. City of Wilmington, 
supra; Crozier v. County Commissioners of Prince George’s County, 
202 Md. 501, 97 A. 2d 296, 37 A.L.R. 2d 1137; Annot., 37 A.L.R. 2d 
1148. 


[4, 5] Similarly, the order of a board of adjustment purporting 
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to grant an exception to a valid zoning ordinance, which order is in 
excess of the authority of such board, leaves the proposed use within 
the prohibition of the ordinance and, therefore, unlawful. Thus, the 
appellants are proper parties to attack in this proceeding the va- 
lidity of the order of the Board of Adjustment. Their contention is 
that the county zoning ordinance forbids the proposed use of the 
Jones land without a properly granted exception and the Board of 
Adjustment has no authority to grant the exception. 


[6] Counties have no inherent authority to enact zoning ordin- 
ances. In Harrington & Co. v. Renner, supra, this Court conceded, 
for the purpose of the question then before it, that the General 
Assembly may, under the Constitution of North Carolina, empower 
a county board of commissioners to enact ordinances providing for 
zoning districts in the rural areas of the county, but expressly stated 
it did not decide that question since, at that time, the General As- 
sembly had not undertaken to do so. Subsequently, the General As- 
sembly enacted Article 20B, Ch. 158, of the General Statutes, which 
expressly confers such power upon the boards of county commis- 
sioners. County ordinances, adopted pursuant to this Act of the 
General Assembly, have been treated as valid legislative enactments 
in at least three decisions of this Court, in none of which was the 
authority of the General Assembly to delegate the power questioned. 
Michael v. Guilford County, 269 N.C. 515, 158 S.E. 2d 106; Austin 
v. Brunnemer, 266 N.C. 697, 147 S.E. 2d 182; Durham County v. 
Addison, 262 N.C. 280, 136 S.E. 2d 600. 


{[7, 8] In Harrington & Co. v. Renner, supra, this Court recog- 
nized that “the General Assembly may delegate power to a mu- 
nicipal corporation to enact zoning ordinances in the exercise of 
police power of the State,’ and innumerable decisions of this Court 
have recognized such power in cities and towns by virtue of GS. 
160-172, et seq. The authority of the General Assembly to delegate 
to municipal corporations power to legislate concerning local prob- 
lems, such as zoning, is an exception (established by custom in most, 
if not all, of the states) to the general rule that legislative powers, 
vested in the General Assembly by Art. IT, § 1, of the Constitution 
of North Carolina, may not be delegated by it. 16 Am. Jur. 2d, 
Constitutional Law, §§ 250, 251. This Court has held that this ex- 
ception to the doctrine of non-delegation is not limited to a delega- 
tion of such legislative authority to incorporated cities and towns, 
but extends, as to other types of local matters, to a like delegation 
to counties and other units established by the General Assembly for 
local government. Efird v. Comrs. of Forsyth, 219 N.C. 96, 12 S.E. 
2d 889; Tyrrell County v. Holloway, 182 N.C. 64, 108 S.E. 337; 
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Smith v. School Trustees, 141 N.C. 148, 53 S.E. 524. See also, State 
v. Smith, 265 N.C. 178, 143 S.E. 2d 293. We perceive no basis for a 
distinction in this respect between municipal corporations and coun- 
ties. We, therefore, hold that the General Assembly may, notwith- 
standing Art. II, § 1, of the Constitution of North Carolina, confer 
upon county boards of commissioners power to adopt zoning ordi- 
nances otherwise valid. 


G.S. 1538-266.10, “for the purpose of promoting health, safety, 
morals, or the general welfare,” confers upon the board of county 
commissioners of any county the power “to regulate and restrict 
* * * the location and use of buildings, structures, and land for 
trade, industry, residence or other purposes, except farming.” It 
further provides: 


“Such regulations may provide that a board of adjustment may 
determine and vary their application in harmony with their 
general purpose and intent and in accordance with general or 
specific rules therein contained. Such regulations may also pro- 
vide that the board of adjustment or the board of county com- 
missioners may issue special use permits or conditional use 
permits in the classes of cases or situations and in accordance 
with the principles, conditions, safeguards, and procedures spe- 
cified therein, and may impose reasonable and appropriate con- 
ditions and safeguards upon such permits.” (Emphasis added.) 


G.S. 153-266.11 provides that the board of county commissioners 
for such purposes ‘may divide the county, or portions of 1t * * * 
into districts * * * and within such districts 7t may regulate and 
restrict the erection, construction, reconstruction, alteration, repair, 
or use of buildings, structures or land.” (Emphasis added.) 


G.S. 153-266.17 provides that if the board of commissioners ex- 
ercises these powers, it “shall provide for the appointment of a 
board of adjustment” and that “the zoning ordinance may provide 
that the board of adjustment may permit special exceptions to the 
zoning regulations in the classes of cases or situations and in ac- 
cordance with the principles, conditions, safeguards, and _ proced- 
ures specified in the ordinance.” (Emphasis added.) 


[9] These provisions are substantially the same as those in GS. 
160-172, et seq., conferring zoning powers upon municipal corpora- 
tions. Under those statutes, this Court has held that the legislative 
body of the municipal corporation may not delegate to the municipal 
board of adjustment the power to zone; that 1s, the power originally 
vested in the General Assembly to legislate with reference to the 
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use which may be made of land and the structures which may be 
erected or located thereon. In Re O’Neal, 243 N.C. 714, 91 S.E. 2d 
189; James v. Sutton, 229 N.C. 515, 50 S.E. 2d 300. In Lee v. Board 
of Adjustment, 226 N.C. 107, 37 S.E. 2d 128, it is said that GS. 
160-172, et seq., confer no legislative authority upon such municipal 
board of adjustment and thus such board “is not left free to make 
any determination whatever that appeals to its sense of justice.” 
It follows that a county zoning ordinance may not delegate such 
legislative powers to the county board of adjustment. 


Admittedly, the line dividing administrative powers which may 
be delegated from legislative powers which may not be delegated is 
not sharp and clearly defined. Consequently, decisions by this Court 
and by other courts as to its location have not been entirely har- 
monious. However, the governing principle, applicable to the dele- 
gation of powers by the General Assembly to State agencies, is also 
applicable to determine what powers may be conferred by a city 
or county upon its board of adjustment in a zoning ordinance. That 
principle has been thus stated in Coastal Highway v. Turnpike Au- 
thority, 237 N.C. 52, 74 8.E. 2d 310: 


“Since legislation must often be adapted to complex condi- 
tions involving numerous details with which the Legislature 
cannot deal directly, the constitutional inhibition against dele- 
gating legislative authority does not deny to the Legislature 
the necessary flexibility of enabling it to lay down policies and 
establish standards, while leaving to designated governmental 
agencies and administrative boards the determination of facts 
to which the policy as declared by the Legislature shall apply. 


e & & 


“Here we pause to note the distinction generally recognized 
between a delegation of the power to make a law, which neces- 
sarily includes a discretion as to what it shall be, and the con- 
ferring of authority or discretion as to its execution. The first 
may not be done, whereas the latter, if adequate guiding stand- 
ards are laid down, is permissible under certain circumstances. 


* * 


“In short, while the Legislature may delegate the power to 
find facts or determine the existence or non-existence of a fac- 
tual situation or condition on which the operation of a law is 
made to depend, or another agency of the government is to 
come into existence, it cannot vest in a subordinate agency the 
power to apply or withhold the application of the law in its 
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absolute or unguided discretion. 11 Am. Jur., Constitutional 
Law, Sec. 234. * * * 


“TB]y the decided weight of authority, the rule is that ‘if 
the statute requires or authorizes the court or other agency to 
pass upon questions of public policy involved, * * * there 
is an attempted delegation of legislative power and the statute 
is invalid.’ 37 Am. Jur., Municipal Corporations, Sec. 8. * * * 


“Manifestly, the power to determine whether the construc- 
tion and operation of a toll road or toll bridge in any given in- 
stance will be ‘in the public interest’ is purely a legislative ques- 
tion to be resolved only in the exercise or under the direction of 
legislative powers of guidance and control.” 


When a statute, or ordinance, provides that a type of structure 
may not be erected in a specified area, except that such structure 
may be erected therein when certain conditions exist, one has a 
right, under the statute or ordinance, to erect such structure upon a 
showing that the specified conditions do exist. The legislative body 
may confer upon an administrative officer, or board, the authority 
to determine whether the specified conditions do, in fact, exist and 
may require a permit from such officer, or board, to be issued when 
he or it so determines, as a further condition precedent to the right 
to erect such structure in such area. Such permit is not one for a 
variance or departure from the statute or ordinance, but is the rec- 
ognition of a right established by the statute or ordinance itself. 
Consequently, the delegation to such officer, or board, of authority 
to make such determination as to the existence or nonexistence of 
the specified conditions is not a delegation of the legislative power 
to make law. 


Delegation to an administrative officer, or board, of authority 
to issue or refuse a permit for the erection of a specified type of 
structure in a given area, dependent upon whether such officer, or 
board, considers such structure in such area, under prevailing con- 
ditions, conducive to or adverse to the public interest or welfare is 
a different matter. Such delegation makes the determinative factor 
the opinion of such officer, or board, as to whether such structure in 
such area, under prevailing conditions, would be desirable or unde- 
sirable, beneficial to the community or harmful to it. This is a dele- 
gation of the power to make a different rule of law, case by case. 
This power may not be conferred by the legislative body upon an 
administrative officer or board. 


Section 3-10 of the ordinance here in question is not an enumera- 
tion of conditions which, when met, bring into operation the excep- 
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tion; that is, confer upon the landowner the right to establish a 
mobile home park upon his land. This section is a list of regulations 
and specifications to which the park must conform if and when the 
permit to establish it is issued. The last of its provisions confers 
upon the Board of Adjustment authority to impose further require- 
ments. This authority is, however, expressly limited to such further 
requirements as may reasonably be deemed necessary to accomplish 
the purposes of the ordinance, which purposes are, in turn, specifically 
fixed and declared in the ordinance. Consequently, this authorization 
does not set the Board of Adjustment free to roam at large within 
its own concept of what is best for the public. It is not, upon its 
face, an unlawful delegation of legislative power. We are not pres- 
ently called upon to determine the validity of any requirement im- 
posed by the Board of Adjustment under the authority of this sec- 
tion. 


[10} To ascertain the circumstances, under which the Board of 
Adjustment is to issue a permit to establish a mobile home park in 
the A-1 Agricultural District, we must turn to Section 6-13B of the 
ordinance. There we find the board is to grant such permit “in ac- 
cordance with the principles, conditions, safeguards and procedures 
specified in this ordinance,” or is to deny the permit “when not in 
harmony with the purpose and intent of this ordinance.” Thus far, 
it is the ordinance, not the Board of Adjustment which determines 
the circumstances, the existence of which calls into play the pro- 
vision for the exception, the board having authority to determine 
only the existence or absence of those circumstances. This determ- 
ination is a matter of administration, not a delegation of the legis- 
lative power to change or add to the law as fixed in the ordinance. 


[11] Section 6-183B does not stop there, however. It goes on to 
provide that the Board of Adjustment shall grant no permit for 
the establishment in this district of a mobile home park unless the 
board receives a written application, conducts a public hearing af- 
ter due notice and thereupon finds: (1) It is authorized, by the sec- 
tion of the ordinance designated in the application, to grant such 
permit ——i.e., the circumstances specified by the ordinance itself 
exist; and (2) the granting of the permit “will not adversely affect 
the public interest’? —1.e., in the opinion of the Board of Adjust- 
ment, the establishment of the proposed mobile home park will not 
be detrimental to the public good. 


[12, 13] The Court of Appeals apparently regarded the second 
of these required findings as limited to a finding that the proposed 
mobile home park will not violate conditions specified in or con- 
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flict with purposes declared in the ordinance itself. We do not so 
construe this provision of Section 6-13B. So construed, it would be 
surplusage, a mere repetition of the first required finding. When a 
statute or ordinance prescribes two or more prerequisites to official 
action, the presumption is that none of them is a mere repetition of 
the others. “All parts of the same statute dealing with the same 
subject are to be construed together as a whole, and every part 
thereof must be given effect if this can be done by any fair and 
reasonable intendment.” Strong, North Carolina Index 2d, Statutes, 
§ 5, and cases therein cited. 


Section 7-1 of the ordinance provides that the provisions set out 
in the ordinance itself shall be interpreted “as the minimum require- 
ments for the promotion of the public safety, health, convenience, 
prosperity, and general welfare.” This is a further indication that 
Section 6-138B was intended to permit the Board of Adjustment to 
go further than the declared objectives of the ordinance in determ- 
ining what will adversely affect the “public interest.” 


[11] GS. 153-266.17 provides that a county zoning ordinance may 
authorize the county board of adjustment to “permit special excep- 
tions to the zoning regulations in classes of cases or situations and 
in accordance with the principles, conditions, safeguards and pro- 
cedures specified in the ordinance.” (Emphasis added.) The pro- 
vision of Section 6-13B of the Guilford County ordinance, requiring 
the Board of Adjustment to deny the permit if it finds the granting 
of it will adversely affect the public interest, is in excess of the au- 
thority which this statute permits to be so conferred upon the 
board. 


So much of Section 6-13B of this ordinance as requires the Board 
of Adjustment to deny a permit for the establishment of a mobile 
home park in the A-1 Agricultural District unless it finds “that the 
granting of the special exception will not adversely affect the public 
interest” is, therefore, beyond the authority of the Board of County 
Commissioners to enact and so is invalid. This, however, does not 
invalidate the action of the board. It did not deny a permit. It 
granted one. 


[14, 15} There is nothing in the ordinance to suggest that the 
Board of County Commissioners intended that the invalidity of 
this requirement would make impossible the establishment anywhere 
in Guilford County of a mobile home park. On the contrary, Sec- 
tion 7-2 of the ordinance expressly provides that if “any section, 
sentence, clause, or phrase of this Ordinance be held invalid * * * 
such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions 
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of this Ordinance.” It is well settled that if valid provisions of a 
statute, or ordinance, are separable from invalid provisions therein, 
so that if the invalid provisions be stricken the remainder can stand 
alone, the valid portions will be given full effect if that was the leg- 
islative intent. For v. Commissioners of Durham, 244 N.C. 497, 94 
S.E. 2d 482; Power Co. v. Clay County, 213 N.C. 698, 197 S.E. 603. 
“The invalidity of one part of a statute for ordinance] does not 
nullify the remainder when the parts are separable and the invalid 
part was not the consideration or inducement for the Legislature [or 
board of county commissioners] to enact the part that is valid.” 
Bank v. Lacy, 188 N.C. 25, 128 S.E. 475. When the statute, or 
ordinance, could be given effect had the invalid portion never been 
included, it will be given such effect if it is apparent that the legis- 
lative body, had it known of the invalidity of the one portion, would 
have enacted the remainder alone. Commissioners v. Boring, 175 
N.C. 105, 111, 95 S.E. 43. Here, the legislative body, the Board of 
County Commissioners, has expressly declared in the ordinance that 
it would have done so. Therefore, the effect of the ordinance is to 
permit the Board of Adjustment to issue the permit in question 
without any finding as to the effect of it upon the public interest. 
It is interesting to note that this is precisely what the board did 
prior to the first order of the superior court, so there can be no 
question as to what the board would have done in this specific case 
had the ordinance not contained the invalid requirement. 


It follows that the Court of Appeals was correct in affirming the 
judgment of the superior court which sustained the order of the 
Board of Adjustment granting the “special exception” permit. 


Affirmed. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. KENNETH CALVIN ANDERSON 
No. 7 


(Filed 12 March 1969) 


1. Constitutional Law § 11— exercise of police power — test of va- 
lidity 
Statute requiring the operator of a motorcycle on a public highway to 
wear a protective helmet is a valid exercise of the police power only if 
it contributes in any real and substantial way to the safety of other 
travelers. 
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2. Statutes § 4— presumption of constitutionality 


The Supreme Court must assume that acts of the General Assembly 
are constitutional and within its legislative power until and unless the 
contrary clearly appears. 


3. Automobiles § 140; Constitutional Law § 18——_ constitutionality 
of statute requiring motorcycle operators to wear helmets 


The requirement of G.S. 20-140.2(b) that the operator of a motorcycle 
on a public highway wear a protective helmet is held constitutional as 
a valid exercise of the police power since the statute bears a real and 
substantial relationship to public safety. 


AppeaL by defendant, Kenneth Calvin Anderson, from the de- 
cision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals affirming his convic- 
tion in the Superior Court of Guilford County upon a charge of 
violating G.S. 20-140.2(b). 


The defendant was first charged by warrant in the Municipal 
County Court of Greensboro for operating a motorcycle upon the 
city streets without wearing the required safety helmet. Before plea, 
he moved for a jury trial. “Pursuant to such motion” the Municipal 
County Court “forwarded the case to the Superior Court of Guil- 
ford County”. 


In the Superior Court the Grand Jury returned a true bill charg- 
ing that the defendant operated a motorcycle on the public high- 
way without wearing a protective helmet, in violation of GS. 20- 
140.2(b). Before pleading to the charge, he moved to quash the in- 
dictment upon the ground the section of the statute under which it 
is drawn is unconstitutional in that it violates the due process, the 
equal protection, and the right to privacy provisions of the Ninth 
and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States 
and Article I, Sections 1 and 17 of the Constitution of North Car- 
olina. 


The court overruled the motion to quash and submitted the case 
to the jury. From the verdict of guilty and judgment thereon, the 
defendant appealed to the North Carolina Court of Appeals. The 
decision is reported in 3 N.C. App. 124. Because of the constitutional 
questions involved, the defendent, as he had a right to do, appealed 
to this Court. 


Thomas Wade Bruton, Attorney General; William W. Melvin, 
Assistant Attorney General; T. Buie Costen, Staff Attorney, for the 
State. 


Douglas, Ravenel, Hardy & Crihfield for the defendant. 
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The General Assembly, by Chapter 674, Session Laws of 1967, 
rewrote Subsection (b) of G.S. 20-140.2 to read as follows: 


“(b) No motorcycle shall be operated upon the streets and 
highways of this State unless the operator and all passengers 
thereon wear safety helmets of a type approved by the Com- 
missioner of Motor Vehicles.” 


The Act became effective on January 1, 1968. The defendant was 
arrested on January 21, 1968 and charged with operating a motor- 
cycle on the public streets of Greensboro without the required pro- 
tective helmet. 


Before plea, the defendant moved to quash the indictment upon 
the ground the statute creating the offense violated his rights under 
Article I, Section 17, Constitution of North Carolina and under the 
Fourteenth Amendment of the Constitution of the United States. 
The defendant contended the statute regulated his private conduct 
without any showing of such public interest or purpose as would pro- 
mote or contribute to the public health, morals, safety or welfare. 
He concedes he has no defense to the charge if the General As- 
sembly had the constitutional power to pass the Act under which 
the charge is laid. 


[1] If the section of the statute here challenged imposes an un- 
reasonable, arbitrary and capricious restriction on an operator of a 
motorcycle on the public highway without contributing in any rea- 
sonable or substantial way to the safety of travel on the highway, 
the regulation was outside the police power of the state, and the 
motion to quash should have been allowed. State v. Brown, 250 
N.C. 54, 108 S.E. 2d 74; State v. Ballance, 229 N.C. 764, 51 S.E. 
2d 731; State v. Harris, 216 N.C. 746, 6 S.E. 2d 854; State v. Brock- 
well, 209 N.C. 209, 183 S.E. 378. The rule is succinctly stated by 
the Supreme Court of the United States in the case of Liggett Co. 
v. Baldridge, 278 U.S. 105, 78 L. Ed. 204: 


“The police power may be exercised in the form of state legis- 
lation where otherwise the effect may be to invade rights 
granted by the Fourteenth Amendment only when such legisla- 
tion bears a real and substantial relationship to the public 
health, safety, morals or some other phase of the public wel- 
fare.” 

If the requirement that the operator of a motorcycle on a public 


highway wear a protective helmet contributes in any real or sub- 
stantial way to the safety of other travelers, then the regulation is 
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a constitutional exercise of police power by the General Assembly, 
and the motion to quash was properly denied. State v. Hales, 256 
N.C. 27, 122 S.E. 2d 768; State v. Warren, 252 N.C. 690, 114 S.E, 2d 
660. 


[2] In passing upon the constitutional question involved, this 
Court must assume that acts of the General Assembly are constitu- 
tional and within its legislative power until and unless the contrary 
clearly appears. State v. Brockwell, supra; Strong’s N. C. Index 2d, 
Constitutional Law, Vol. 2, Sec. 6, p. 190. 


“| , All power which is not limited by the Constitution in- 
heres in the people, and an act of a State legislature is legal 
when the Constitution contains no prohibition against it. 11 
Am. Jur., 619-— Constitutional Law.” Lassiter v. Board of 
Elections, 248 N.C. 102, 102 S8.E. 2d 853. 


[3] For the reasons hereinafter discussed, we think the require- 
ment that a motorcycle operator wear the required safety helmet 
bears a real and substantial relationship to public safety. The Gen- 
eral Assembly, therefore, had ample authority, under its police power, 
to enact the section of the statute here challenged and to make its 
violation a criminal offense. We are fortified in this view by many 
considerations, among them the fact that a majority of our sister 
states has enacted a similar statute. Michigan’s act was passed in 
1948, Georgia’s in 1962, and New York’s effective January 1, 1967. 
The others have been enacted since 1966. As this Court said in 
State v. Whitaker, 228 N.C. 352, 45 S.E. 2d 860: 


“Great weight must be attached to the fact that so many sep- 
arate jurisdictions have, within a short space of time, seen fit 
to exercise their police power in the same manner and for the 
same purposes. The composite will of such a broad cross sec- 
tlon of our country cannot be lightly discarded as unreasonable, 
arbitrary or capricious or lacking in substantial relationship 
to its objective.” 


The recent passage of so many state statutes requiring motor- 
cycle operators to wear the helmet seems to have been triggered by 
the Act of Congress approved September 9, 1966 (15 U.S.C.A. 1881, 
et seq) known as “National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act 
of 1966”. The preamble to the Act recites: 


“|. That Congress hereby declares that the purpose of this 
Act is to reduce traffic accidents and deaths and injuries to per- 
sons resulting from traffic accidents. Therefore, Congress de- 
termines that it is necessary to establish motor vehicle safety 
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standards for motor vehicles and equipment in interstate com- 
merce; .. .” 


Section 104 provides: 


“(a) The Secretary shall establish a National Motor Vehicle 
Safety Advisory Council, a majority of which shall be repre- 
sentative of the general public, including representatives of 
State and local governments, and the remainder shall include 
representatives of motor vehicle manufacturers, motor vehicle 
equipment manufacturers, and motor vehicle dealers.” 


Section 103 provides: 


“(a) The Secretary shall establish by order appropriate Fed- 
eral motor vehicle safety standards. Each such Federal motor 
vehicle safety standard shall be practicable, shall meet the 
need for motor vehicle safety, and shall be stated in objective 


terms. 
* ¥* % 


(d) Whenever a Federal motor vehicle safety standard estab- 
lished under this title is in effect, no State or political subdi- 
vision of a State shall have any authority either to establish, 
or to continue in effect, with respect to any motor vehicle or 
item of motor vehicle equipment any safety standard applic- 
able to the same aspect of performance of such vehicle or item 
of equipment which is not identical to the Federal standard. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed to prevent the Fed- 
eral Government or the government of any State or political 
subdivision thereof from establishing a safety requirement ap- 
plicable to motor vehicles or motor vehicle equipment pro- 
cured for its own use if such requirement imposes a_ higher 
standard of performance than that required to comply with the 
otherwise applicable Federal Standard.” 


The National Safety Council has promulgated rules, among them 
the following: 
“Each state, in cooperation with its political subdivisions and 
local governments, must have a motorcycle safety program. 
A. Criteria 
# * % 


2. Protective Headgear 


a. Motorcycle operators and their passengers should 
be required to wear approved protective headgear 
whenever the vehicle is in motion.” 
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The defendant was indicted in the state court for a violation of 
state law. The constitutionality of that law is challenged on the 
ground its passage was beyond the police power of the state. The 
Act of Congress referred to, and the regulations promulgated under 
its authority, are clearly applicable to travel in interstate commerce. 
The same highways carry both interstate and intrastate travel. Uni- 
formity of rules is clearly contemplated and is clearly desirable. The 
General Assembly no doubt wes advertent to the Act of Congress 
and was well within its constitutional authority in passing the chal- 
lenged traffic requirement. 


The constitutionality of acts requiring motorcycle operators to 
wear helmets has been passed on by a number of courts. Insofar as 
our investigation has disclosed, only one (unreversed) appellate de- 
cision has held the helmet statute unconstitutional. In American 
Motorcycle Association v. Davids, 158 N.W. 2d 72, decided July 28, 
1968, the three judges constituting Division 2 of the Court of Ap- 
peals of Michigan held the statute unconstitutional, reversing a 
contrary holding by the trial judge. Division 2 of the Court of Ap- 
peals concluded: 


“The precedential consequences of ‘stretching our imagination’ 
to find a relationship to the public health, safety and welfare, 
require the invalidation of this statute.” [Leave to appeal was 
denied. ] 


In Commonwealth v. Howie, 238 N.E. 2d 3738, the Supreme Ju- 
dicial Court of Massachusetts affirmed a conviction of a motorcycle 
operator for failure to wear the protective headgear required by the 
Massachusetts statute, saying: 


“Tt lies within the power of the Legislature to adopt reasonable 
measures for the promotion of safety upon public ways in the 
interests of motorcyclists and others who may use them. . . 
The act of the Legislature bears a real and substantial relation 
to the public health and general welfare and is thus a valid ex- 
ercise of the police power. . . . A recent Michigan decision 
to the contrary is not persuasive.” 


In People v. Carmichael, 288 N.Y. 2d 931, decided February 29, 
1968, Judge Morton construed the New York statute which required 
the operator of a motorcycle to wear protective headgear. Judge 
Morton’s opinion recites the results of a special study reported by 
the State Department of Motor Vehicles to the Legislature and con- 
sidered by it in passing the act requiring motorcycle operators to 
wear approved protective headgear. Judge Morton held the New 
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York statute constitutional, and reversed a contrary holding by the 
Special Sessions Court of the Town of Oakfield. 


The Supreme Court of Rhode Island, in State v. Lombardi, 241 
A. 2d 625, decided May 8, 1968, passed on the constitutionality of 
the Rhode Island helmet statute. The Court said: 


“However, it 1s our unqualified judgment that the purpose 
sought to be achieved by requiring cyclists to wear protective 
headgear clearly qualified as a proper subject for legislation. 

*# *% * 


(T)he requirement of protective headgear for the exposed op- 
erator bears a reasonable relationship to highway safety gen- 
erally. It does not tax the intellect to comprehend that loose 
stones on the highway kicked up by passing vehicles, or fallen 
objects such as windblown tree branches . . . against which 
the operator of a closed vehicle has some protection, could so 
affect the operator of a motorcycle as to cause him momentarily 
to lose control and thus become a menace to other vehicles on 
the highway.” 


On December 10, 1968 the Supreme Court of Louisiana upheld 
the constitutionality of the New Orleans city ordinance (passed 
under its home rule charter) requiring the operator of a motorcycle 
upon the public streets of New Orleans to wear the prescribed pro- 
tective headgear. (This decision reversed a Circuit Court decision 
rendered in the case of Everhardt v. New Orleans, 208 8S. 2d 423.) 
The Court found the decision of the Supreme Court of Rhode Island 
in Lombardi, and the Supreme Court of Massachusetts in Howve per- 
suasive. Contra, the decision of Division 2, Michigan Court of Ap- 
peals in Davids. 


Valid reasons exist for requiring motorcycle operators to wear 
helmets. Motorcycle operators occupy positions of extreme exposure 
which are not shared by automobile and truck drivers. The latter 
operate in closed vehicles protected by steel and shatterproof glass. 
Their vehicles have a minimum of four wheels and operate with 
more stability than two wheeled motorcycles. Any very slight head 
or hand injury by gravel, small stones, or other objects thrown 
backward could easily cause a motorcyclist to veer from his course 
into the travel lane of other vehicles on the highway, or into the 
path of pedestrians on or near the highway. 


The records and briefs in the Court of Appeals and here failed 
to take note of, or to discuss, the “National Traffic and Motor Ve- 
hicle Safety Act of 1966” or the safety rules promulgated thereunder, 
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although the Act required the Secretary (first of Commerce, later 

of Transportation) “. . . to advise, assist and cooperate with 
State and other interested public and private agencies 

in development of (1) motor vehicle safety standards.” It is a per- 

missible inference that, as a part of the State’s cooperation, the Gen- 

eral Assembly rewrote (b) of G.S. 20-140.2. 


We think the opinion of the North Carolina Court of Appeals 
in this case is supported by sound reason and by abundant authority. 
The decision is 


Affirmed. 


STATE v. JOE C. BROOKS. SR., anp Wore, ANNE BROOKS; THELMA B. 
McEACHERN, SINcLE; JIM BROOKS, and Wire, ALENE W. BROOKS; 
FRANCES B. FURLONG, Sinate; MARY BROOKS, Srycre; LULA 
BROOKS, SINGLE 

No. 9 


(Filed 12 March 1969) 


1, Appeal and Error § 4— theory of case 


The theory on which a case was tried in the Superior Court must be 
the theory of the case on appeal. 


2. Adverse Possession § 2— hostile possession 


The requirement that possession must be hostile in order to ripen title 
by adverse possession does not import ill will or animosity but only that 
the one in possession of the lands claims the exclusive right thereto. 


8. Adverse Possession § 23— burden of proof 


The party claiming title by adverse possession must carry the burden 
on that issue. 


4. Adverse Possession § 25; Waters and Watercourses § 7— title to 
marshlands — sufficiency of evidence 
In this civil action by the State for trespass on realty, for removal of 
cloud on title and for removal o2 objects placed by defendants in navigable 
waters of marshlands allegedly owned by the State, defendants’ evidence 
is insufficient to show thirty years adverse possession of marshlands 
where defendants stipulated that they do not claim title to the bottoms 
of the navigable waters located on the property and defendants’ evidence 
either related to acts of possession in navigable waters or was unclear as 
to whether it related to property not in navigable waters, defendants hav- 
ing failed to show hostile possession of the property in question. 


5. Adverse Possession § 25— correlating lines on ground to map 


Testimony that the lines on the ground are as shown by a map intro- 
duced into evidence is insufficient to show adverse possession for thirty 
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years where there is no evidence as to how long the lines had been on 
the ground as shown by the map or that any kind of marker was placed 
at the boundaries of the lands claimed and had been there for thirty 
years. 


6. Adverse Possession § 24— fitting description on paper-writing to 


land’s surface 

Those having the burden of proof of adverse possession must locate the 
land they claim title to by fitting the description contained in a paper- 
writing offered as evidence of title to the land’s surface. 


%. Adverse Possession § 25— use of unenclosed land for grazing — 


exclusive possession 


One cannot gain title by adverse possession to unenclosed land by us- 
ing it for grazing where others made similar use of the land during the 
statutory period, even without his consent, since his possession is not 
exclusive. 


8. Adverse Possession § 25——- grazing cattle 


Defendants have failed to show thirty years adverse possession of 
marshlands by grazing cattle on the property where their evidence shows 
that others made similar use of the unenclosed marshlands until a fence 
was erected by defendants in 1917, and there is no evidence that defend- 
ants used the marshlands for grazing cattle after the inland waterway 
was cut through the area in 1932, the period of 1917 to 1932 not being 
thirty years. 


9. Adverse Possession § 24— sale of adjacent land 


12. 


Evidence that those claiming property by thirty years adverse possession 
had sold property adjacent to the property claimed is not evidence of ad- 
verse possession of the locus in quo. 


Adverse Possession § 24—- evidence of listing and payment of 
taxes on the land 


It is competent for a person claiming title by adverse possession to in- 
troduce evidence that he listed and paid taxes on the land for the pur- 
pose of showing his possession was adverse and in the character of 
owner. 


Adverse Possession § 1— definition 


Adverse possession consists in actual possession, with an intent to hold 
solely for the possessor to the exclusion of others, and is denoted by the 
exercise of acts of dominion over the land, in making the ordinary use 
and taking the ordinary profits of which it is susceptible in its present 
state, such acts to be so repeated as to show that they are done in the 
character of owner, in opposition to right or claim of any other person, 
and not merely aS an occasional trespasser; it must be decided and no- 
torions aS the nature of the land will permit, affording unequivocal indi- 
cation to all persons that the possessor is exercising thereon the dominion 
of owner. 


Adverse Possession § 1— occupation of the land 
An adverse possessor of land without color of title cannot acquire 
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title to any greater amount of Jand than that which he has actually oc- 
cupied for the statutory period. 


13. Adverse Possession § 25—~ sufficiency of evidence 


In this civil action by the State for trespass on realty, for removal of 
eloud on title and for removal of objects placed by defendants in nav- 
igable waters of marshlands allegedly owned by the State, defendants’ 
evidence is insufficient to go to the jury on their counterclaim that they 
are the owners of the locus in quo by reason of thirty years adverse 
possession. 


14. Appeal and Error § 24— necessity for objections, exceptions and 
assignments of error 


The Supreme Court ordinarily will not consider questions not properly 
presented by objections duly meade, exceptions duly entered, and assign- 
ments of error properly set out. 


15. Waters and Watercourses § 6; Trial § 831— removal of objects 
in navigable waters — directed verdict 


In this civil action by the State for trespass on realty, for removal of 
cloud on title and for removal of objects placed by defendants in nav- 
igable waters of marshlands allegedly owned by the State, the State is 
not entitled to a directed verdict on the issue of obstructing navigable 
streams. 


On writ of certiorary to the North Carolina Court of Appeals. 
Same case below reported in 2 N.C. App. 115, 162 S.E. 2d 579. Dock- 
eted and argued as Case No. 688, Fall Term 1968, and docketed as 
Case No. 9, Spring Term 1969. 


Civil action for trespass on realty, for removal of cloud on title, 
and for removal of objects placed by defendants in navigable wa- 
ters of marshlands allegedly owned by the plaintiff. By amendment 
to the complaint plaintiff was allowed to pray for issuance of a man- 
datory injunction requiring defendant Joe C. Brooks, Sr., to remove 
the objects placed in the navigable streams of marshlands. Defend- 
ant answered denying plaintiff’s title and alleging title to the marsh- 
lands in themselves. 


The case came on for hearing before Hall, J., at the October 1967 
Civil Session of Brunswick. Both sides introduced evidence. 


The following issues were submitted to the jury and answered 
as appears of record: 


“(1) Are the defendants the owners and entitled to posses- 
sion of the lands described in the Complaint, except that por- 
tion thereof covered by navigable waters? 


“ANSWER: Yes. 
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“(2) Is the plaintiff, the State of North Carolina, the 
owner and entitled to immediate possession of the lands as de- 
scribed in the Complaint? 


“ANSWER!  ....cceecereees 


“(3) If so, have the defendants trespassed on said land, 
as alleged in the Complaint? 


“ANSWER! on... cece 


“(4) Have the defendants obstructed navigable waters of 
the State of North Carolina as alleged in the Complaint? 


“AnswER: No.” 


From a judgment in accordance with the verdict, plaintiff ap- 
pealed to the Court of Appeals. On appeal the Court of Appeals, 
sitting in a panel of three, affirmed the judgment below. This Court 
in conference on 9 October 1968 allowed the petition for a writ of 
certiorar? to review the decision of the Court of Appeals. 


Attorney General T. Wade Bruton, Assistant Attorney General 
Millard R. Rich, Jr.; John Richard Newton and George Rountree, 
Jr., of counsel for the plaintiff appellant. 


Herring, Walton, Parker & Powell by Ray H. Walton, and E. J. 
Prevatte for defendant appellees. 


PARKER, C.J. 


This Court being of the opinion that the subject matter of the 
appeal, the acquiring of title to marshlands within the State by 
alleged adverse possession for thirty years, has significant public 
interest as set forth below, issued a writ of certiorart to the Court 
of Appeals. 


This is said in 46 N.C.L.Rev. 779: 


“The vast estuarine areas of North Carolina — ‘those coastal 
complexes where fresh water from the land meets the salt water 
of the sea with a daily tidal flux’-— are exceeded in total area 
only by those of Alaska and Louisiana. Estuarine areas include 
bays, sounds, harbors, lagoons, tidal or salt marshes, coasts, 
and inshore waters in which the salt waters of the ocean meet 
and are diluted by the fresh waters of the inland rivers. In 
North Carolina, this encompasses extensive coastal sounds, salt 
marshes, and broad river mouths exceeding 2,200,000 acres. 
These areas are one of North Carolina’s most valuable re- 
sources.” 
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[1] The theory on which the case was tried in the Superior Court 
must be the theory of the case on appeal. 1 Strong, N. C. Index 2d, 
Appeal and Error, § 4. As correctly stated in the decision of the 
Court of Appeals, the case was tried in the Superior Court on the 
theory of thirty years adverse possession under known and visible 
lines and boundaries and not under the theory of adverse possession 
for twenty-one years under color of title. 


Defendants in their joint answer, after denying title in plaintiff, 
aver in their further answer and defense merely ‘that they are the 
owners of the lands described in the complaint,” and do not men- 
tion adverse possession under color of title of the locus in quo nor 
was it mentioned in the evidence or charge of the court. 


Plaintiff assigns as error that the evidence of defendants does not 
suffice to show adverse possession for thirty years within the pur- 
view of G.S. 1-35(1). 


The evidence as summarized in the decision of the Court of Ap- 
peals does not mention two stipulations entered into by and between 
the parties at the trial. These two stipulations are: “. . . (T)his 
map [Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1] which I will offer in evidence is the map 
duly recorded in this County of the property claimed by the De- 
fendants and the Plaintiff’; (2) “. . . (T)he defendants will stip- 
ulate they do not contend that they own the bottoms of navigable 
waters located on the subject property. . . .” “THe Court: It is 
stipulated that Still Creek, Simmons Creek, the Eastern Channel, 
and the Cut Off Creek as shown in Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. One are 
navigable waters.” 


[4] The Court of Appeals in its decision stated as evidence of ad- 
verse possession a summary of the testimony of Joe C. Brooks, Sr., 
as follows: “That a portion of the property was leased to Inter- 
national Paper Company for the purpose of building a dock extend- 
ing into the waterway for the unloading of pulpwood from about 
1937 to 1956; . . . that he had fished the creeks and had seen 
others fishing in them until the dredge came in to clean out the 
waterway and dumped mud in the upper part and had seen people 
oystering in there in boats; . . . that he put chicken crates and 
myrtle bushes in the creeks ‘up on the sides of the creek’ and next 
to the grass in 1966, and erected signs indicating oyster gardens 
and shellfish areas; that the signs were put at the four corners of 
the property.” If Joe C. Brooks, Sr., as he testified, “put chicken 
crates and myrtle bushes in the creeks ‘up on the sides of the creek’ 
and next to the grass in 1966, and erected signs indicating oyster 
gardens and shellfish areas; that the signs were put at the four 
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corners of the property,’ and even if these objects were not placed 
in navigable waters, this evidence still does not show adverse pos- 
session of the property for anything like thirty years. 


The Court of Appeals in its decision stated as evidence of adverse 
possession its following summary of the testimony of James F. 
Brooks: ‘(T)hat his father and uncle conducted a general mercan- 
tile and naval store business on the property; that their dock ex- 
tended out from the mainland into Still Creek; that they bought and 
sold clams and had schooners coming in and loading and unloading 
at Tubbs Inlet and the mainland; that the dock reached into Still 
Creek about halfway of what is now the inland waterway; that the 
dock was there when he first remembered it when he was about 15 
years of age. . . .” This is no evidence of adverse possession by 
defendants of this property which was in navigable waters in the 
light of the second stipulation quoted above, for the simple reason 
that its possession by defendants was not hostile and held under a 
claim of exclusive right thereto. 


The Court of Appeals in its opinion stated this: “Mr. Robert J. 
Sommerset testified that he is 62 years of age; that George Brooks 
and J. W. Brooks had a warehouse and dock extending into Still 
Creek used for cargo boats bringing in fertilizer and taking out 
rosin and turpentine ...; that the Brooks family had a fish 
stand on the eastern channel on the beach side adjoining the marsh 
and on the other side a fishing stand, and one just below the mouth 
of Simmons Creek; that these fishing points were operated from the 
time he was about 12 years old until the inland waterway was cut 
and the places filled in to the point they were no longer used; that 
his father operated one of the points and he helped him; that when 
the fish were divided, one share was laid out for Mr. Brooks. . . .” 


[2-4] The requirement that possession must be hostile in order 
to ripen title by adverse possession does not import ill will or ani- 
mosity but only that the one in possession of the lands claims the 
exclusive right thereto. Dulin v. Faires, 266 N.C. 257, 145 S.E. 2d 
873; Brewer v. Brewer, 238 N.C. 607, 78 S.E. 2d 719, 40 A.L.R. 2d 
763; 1 Strong, N. C. Index 2d, Adverse Possession, § 2. It seems 
clear from the testimony that we have quoted above from the de- 
cision of the Court of Appeals that the testimony of Joe C. Brooks, 
Sr., James F. Brooks, and Robert J. Sommerset relates to acts of 
possession by defendants in navigable waters in the swampland 
claimed by them; or if any part of the premises in the possession 
of defendants was not in navigable waters, it is impossible to de- 
termine from the record before us what part of it was in non-nav- 
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igable waters. It is well settled law that the party asserting title by 
adverse possession must earry the burden of proof on that issue. 
Thomas v. Hipp, 223 N.C. 515, 27 S.E. 2d 528; Barrett v. Willams, 
217 N.C. 175, 7 S.E. 2d 383; Power Co. v. Taylor, 194 N.C. 231, 139 
S.E. 381. Defendants stipulated that they do not contend that they 
own the bottoms of the navigable waters located on the subject 
property and they then further stipulate that Still Creek, Simmons 
Creek, the Eastern Channel, ard the Cut Off Creek as shown in 
plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 1 are navigable waters. Certainly, in the light 
of those stipulations, any acts of possession as narrated above by 
the defendants lack the essential element that their possession was 
hostile, which is an essential clement to ripen title by adverse pos- 
session. 


[5] The decision of the Court of Appeals summarizes the testi- 
mony of Joe C. Brooks, Sr., a part of which is as follows: “. 
(T)hat he knows the lines are cn the ground as shown by the map 
agreed to; that the property is bounded on the east by D. 5. Frink 
or the D. 8. Frink estate, on the south by Ocean Isle Beach, on the 
west by M. C. or Manley Gore.” From an examination of the testi- 
mony in the record, it appears that the map referred to was plain- 
tiff’s Exhibit No. 1. The record shows that this map was made 14 
April 1964. There is no evidence in the record as to how long the 
lines had been on the ground as shown by this map. There is no 
evidence in the record that iron stakes or any kind of stake or monu- 
ment or marker was placed at the boundaries of lands claimed by 
defendants and had been there for thirty years. 


[6] The Court of Appeals seemed to think that the Frink line on 
the east and the Gore line on the west of the property as stated by 
defendants Joe C. Brooks, Sr., and James Brooks had been estab- 
lished by the evidence. There is no evidence where those lines were 
on the ground during the claimed thirty years of adverse possession. 
If the defendants had desired to claim adverse possession under color 
of title, which they do not here, the proper way to prove those lines 
would have been to put in evidence the Gore and Frink deeds, and 
those of their predecessors in title, and establish those lines on the 
ground for the thirty-year period. This was not done. It is well 
established that those having the burden of proof, as defendants do 
on the first issue here, must locate the land they claim title to by 
fitting the description contained in the papcr-writing offered as evi- 
dence of title to the land’s surface. G.S. 8-39; Andrews v. Bruton, 
242 N.C. 98, 86 S.E. 2d 786; Locklear v. Oxendine, 233 N.C. 710, 
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65 S.E. 2d 673. Surely, the map, plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 1, under the 
circumstances here lends no strength to defendants’ case. 


V. W. Herlevich, a witness for defendants, was found by the trial 
court to be an expert in the field of land surveying. One of the coun- 
sel for defendants read to Mr. Herlevich a description in a deed 
from J. F. Sommerset and wife to George E. Brooks dated 5 Sep- 
tember 1907 and properly recorded, and asked him if he knew 
whether or not the property shown on plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 1 is 
included within that description just read to him. Mr. Herlevich 
answered: ‘Yes. It encompasses some of the area. I wouldn’t say 
all of it, but it covers a portion of the area.” This is an illustration 
of the uncertainty and confusion in defendants’ evidence. 


[7, 8] Defendants offered evidence tending to show, as stated in 
the decision of the Court of Appeals, that George E. Brooks and J. 
W. Brooks used the locus in quo for a cattle and hog range ever 
since they could remember until the cutting of the inland waterway 
in 1932. The evidence shows that Robert J. Sommerset’s grandfather 
had a drove of cattle grazing on the locus in quo and one or two 
other persons had a cow or two there. This is a part of the testimony 
of Robert J. Sommerset: 
“Q. Mr. Sommerset, state what use, 1f any you know, the 
marsh land was put to South of this dock by the late George 
Brooks and/or J. W. Brooks? 


“A, Well, they used it for pasture and fishing purposes. 


“Q. Now, what type of pasture? What was pastured on the 
property ? 


“A. Well, principally, cows, and some ponies. 


“Q. Do you remember when, with reference to your age, 
how far back can you remember that, Mr. Sommerset? 


“A, Well, I would say 50 years. 
“Q. Do you remember — Was there any fencing? 
“A, Sir? 


“Q@. Did they have fencing within the boundaries of Plain- 
tiff Exhibit One? Did Mr. Brooks have any fencing on the 
property ? 


“A. Well, at one time on the marsh land, no, and at one 
time, yes. 


“Q. Well, now when? Was your father — Was your grand- 
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father at one time — State whether or not your grandfather at 
one time was interested in this property with them? 


“A. Yes, sir. 


“Q, State whether or not your grandfather had used cattle 
on this property? 


“A, Yes, sir. 


“Q. State whether or not he continued to use and range 
cattle on there after the fencing was built and state what, if you 
will? 


“A. Well, at one time it was open range. Any body had 
eattle on it. The fields was fenced and the range was open. 
Later when the stock law become effective, Mr. Brooks fenced 
an area of marsh and hill land, and at that time my grand- 
father took his cattle out and if anybody else. 


“Q. Why did your grandfather take his out, if you know? 
“A. Well, he didn’t want to absorb the cost of the fencing. 
“Q. How close did the fencing come down to the marsh? 


“A. Well, it come down to the marsh and generally the 
way it was handled was to take a soft place, soft enough the 
cows wouldn’t attempt to go around the fence —in other words, 
they would bog to the point that they wouldn’t go around.” 


According to defendants’ testimony, Robert J. Sommerset’s grand- 
father and others made similar use of the unenclosed marshlands 
for grazing as defendants or their lineal ancestors did. It seems to 
be settled law that one cannot gain title by adverse possession to 
unenclosed land by using it for grazing where others made similar 
use of the land during the statutory period, even without his con- 
sent, since his possession is not exclusive. Whitney v. United States, 
167 U.S. 529, 42 L. Ed. 263; Bergere v. United States, 168 U.S. 66, 
42 L. Ed. 383; Annot. 170 A.L.R. 845-46. 


The evidence in the record shows that the fence was erected in 
1917 and stayed there until the inland waterway was cut in 1982. 
There is no evidence of defendants’ using the marshlands for grazing 
cattle after the inland waterway was cut. From 1917 to 19382 is not 
thirty years. 

[4] The Court of Appeals stated this evidence introduced by de- 
fendants as tending to show adverse possession: “. . . (T)hat a 
portion of the property was leased to International Paper Company 
for the purpose of building a dock extending into the waterway for 
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the unloading of pulpwood from about 1987 to 1956; that from his 
father’s death in 1942 he and his brothers and sisters got oysters 
and clams out of the area; .. . that his father gave the Conser- 
vation and Development Department, using PWA labor, permission 
to plant oysters one year, but refused permission the next year and 
after his refusal they did not attempt to plant oysters.” It is ap- 
parent that these acts by defendants were in respect to navigable 
waters and by reason of the second stipulation these acts were not 
acts tending to show adverse possession. 


[9] Defendants introduced evidence that they had sold lands im- 
mediately south of the black line as shown on the map, plaintiffs 
Exhibit No. 1. The sale of this land does not show adverse posses- 
sion of the locus an quo. 


Plaintiff on 10 February 1967, pursuant to notice given, took the 
deposition of Joe C. Brooks, Sr., one of the principal defendants. 
During the trial plaintiff introduced in evidence this adverse ex- 
amination. A part of the testimony of Joe C. Brooks, Sr., given on 
this adverse examination is set forth below showing the vagueness 
and the uncertainty of defendants’ contention that they had acquired 
title to the locus in quo by adverse possession for thirty years: 


“Q, All right, sir. Mr. Brooks, are you claiming ownership 
to these creeks, Still Creek and Horse Foard Creek and Sim- 
mons Creek? 


“A. Yes sir, I am claiming ownership to that piece of prop- 
erty. 

“Q. Everything within the boundaries as marked on State’s 
Exhibit 1-A? 

“A. Yes sir. 

“Q, Well, on what do you base your claim of ownership? 

“A. I base my claim of ownership on the deed. 

“Q. What deed is that? 

“A. We have always — 

“Q. Well, what deed? 

“A. We have always thought we owned it, all our lives. 

“Q. Well, what deed? 

“A. We had cattle on it. 

“Q. Well, what deed is that? 

“A. Ever since I can remember. 
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What deed is that? 

I partly had it fenced off at one time. 

What deed is that? 

What deed? 

Yes sir. 

The deed that we have now. 

Well, where is that deed recorded? Where did you get 


the deed, from whom? 


ye 
“Q. 
A 
“Q. 
oy 
“Q. 
OA: 


I sant 
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him? 


What the deed? 

Yes sir. 

I got the deed from the rest of the heirs. 
The rest of what heirs, Mr. Brooks? 

My brothers and sisters. 

Well, from whom did they claim as heirs? 
They all claim they own it. 

Well, on what did you base your claim, that is what 
to know? 

What basis? 

Yes sir, what is the basis of your claim? 
The basis according to the deeds and what I was told. 
Well, what deeds are they? 

The deed that I got. 

Well, from whom? 

I got it from the heirs. 

The brothers and the sisters? 

The brothers and sisters. 

Who are these brothers and sisters? 

Jim — 

Jim Brooks? 


Yes. George Brooks, Lula Brooks, Zelda Brooks, Mary 
Mamie Orrell, Sig Goodman and Thelma McEachern. 


Who is Sig Goodman? 
He is a lawyer up here in Wilmington, don’t you know 
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“Q. No sir. Well from whom do these brothers and sisters 
claim, under whom do they claim as heirs, these heirs that 
signed the deed? On what do they base their claim? 

“A. Well, I guess they based it on because we own it. 

“Q. Well, what I want to know is what is your proof of 
ownership? 


“A. Well, ’d say we owned it, because we have always had 
it, ever since I can remember, we have always used it and the 
same piece of land that Mr. Gore got around there come out 
of it. 

“Q. Out of what? 

“A. Out of the same piece that we sold him. 

“Q. Well, where did that come from? 

“A, It come from us. 

“Q. Well, where did you all get it? 

“A. It come from the Roy G. Brooks Estate. 

“Q. Well, where did you get it originally? 

“A. Originally? 

“Q. Yes sir. 

“A. Well, I couldn’t tell you that, cause I don’t know. It 
came from the George E. Brooks Estate. 

“Q. It came from the George E. Brooks Estate? 

“A, Yes sir and my mother. 

“Q. Who was your mother? 

“A. She was Stella E. Leonard.” | 


[10] It is significant that defendants offered no evidence as to the 
listing and paying of taxes on the locus 7n quo claimed by them, 
which evidence, if they had listed and paid their taxes, would be 
competent in evidence to show that their possession was adverse and 
in the character of owner. Corbett v. Corbett, 249 N.C. 585, 107 


S.E. 2d 165. 


[11] In Mallet v. Huske, 262 N.C. 177, 186 S.E. 2d 553, Rodman, 
J., made this quotation from Locklear v. Savage, 159 N.C. 236, 74 
S.E. 347, a very clear definition of adverse possession written by 
the eminent Justice Platt D. Walker, and quoted many times in 
our reports: 
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“Tt consists in actual possession, with an intent to hold solely 
for the possessor to the exclusion of others, and is denoted by 
the exercise of acts of dominion over the land, in making the 
ordinary use and taking the ordinary profits of which it is sus- 
ceptible in its present state, such acts to be so repeated as to 
show that they are done in the character of owner, 1n opposi- 
tion to right or claim of any other person, and not merely as an 
occasional trespasser. It must be decided and notorious as the 
nature of the land will permit, affording unequivocal indication 
to all persons that he is exercising thereon the dominion of 
owner.” 


[12] This is said by Ervin, J., for the Court in Carswell v. Mor- 
ganton, 2386 N.C. 375, 72 8.E. 2d 748: 


“An adverse possessor of land without color of title cannot 
acquire title to any greater amount of land than that which he 
has actually occupied for the statutory period. Land Co. v. 
Potter, 189 N.C. 56, 127 S8.E. 348; Rhedes v. Ange, 173 N.C. 25, 
91 S.E. 356; Anderson v. Meadows, 162 N.C. 400, 78 S.E. 279; 
May v. Manufacturing Co., 164 N.C. 262, 80 S.E. 380; Berry- 
man v. Kelly, 35 N.C. 269, 2 C.J.S., Adverse Possession, section 
181. He cannot enlarge his rights beyond the limits of his ac- 
tual possession by a claim of title to other land abutting that 
which he actually occupies, even though such other land may 
be defined by marked boundaries. Logan v. Fitzgerald, 87 N.C. 
308; Bynum v. Thompson, 25 N.C. 578.” 


The reason for the rule restricting one who holds adversely with- 
out color of title to the amount of land actually occupied by him 
was well stated by the eminent Chief Justice Ruffin in Bynum v. 
Thompson, 25 N.C. 578, as follows: 


“But the question is, what is possession for that purpose? 
Plainly, it must be actual possession and enjoyment. It is true, 
indeed, that if one enters into land under a deed or will, the 
entry is into the whole tract described in the conveyance, 
prima facie, and is so deemed in realty, unless some other per- 
son has possession of a part, either actually or by virtue of the 
title. But when one enters on land, without any conveyance, or 
other thing, to show what he claims, how can the possession 
by any presumption or imp-ication be extended beyond his oe- 
cupation de facto? To allow him to say that he claims to certain 
boundaries beyond his oecupation., and by construction to hold 
his possession to be commensurate with the claim, would be to 
hold the ouster of the owner without giving him an action there- 
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for. One cannot thus make in himself a possession, contrary to 
the fact.” 


[13] Testing defendants’ evidence of adverse possession by the 
accepted standard, it is apparent that considering the evidence of 
defendants in the light most favorable to them and giving to them 
every reasonable inference to be drawn therefrom, they have not ad- 
duced sufficient evidence to carry the case to the jury and their 
counterclaim averring that they were the owners of the locus in quo 
should have been nonsuited. 


[14, 15] Plaintiff asserts that one of its two points raised by its 
appeal is as follows: 


“2. Where the evidence shows that the Defendants placed 
from fifteen hundred to two thousand chicken crates and other 
obstacles at the edges of the admittedly navigable streams run- 
ning through the marsh, which obstacles were covered by the 

tide at high water, was not the Plaintiff entitled to a directed 
verdict on the issue of obstructing navigable streams?” 


This contention has no exception and assignment of error to support 
it. It is well settled that the Supreme Court ordinarily will not con- 
sider questions not properly presented by objections duly made, ex- 
ceptions duly entered, and assignments of error properly set out. 1 
Strong, N. C. Index 2d, Appeal and Error, § 24. We agree with the 
Court of Appeals in saying that this point contended by plaintiff 
is without merit for the reason set forth in the opinion of the Court 
of Appeals, even if the question had been properly before the Court 
for decision. 


The fact that defendants did not offer any evidence tending to 
show adverse possession for thirty years does not mean that the 
plaintiff, the State of North Carolina, is the owner and is entitled to 
immediate possession of the lands described in the complaint. That 
issue is still to be determined by a jury at a succeeding term of 
court. 


The result is this: The judgment for defendants on their counter- 
claim is reversed. The judgment in the Court of Appeals decreeing 
that the defendants have not obstructed navigable waters of the 
State of North Carolina, as alleged in the complaint, is affirmed. 
This case is remanded back to the Court of Appeals which will re- 
mand it to the Superior Court for further proceedings to determine 
whether or not the plaintiff, the State of North Carolina, is the 
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owner and entitled to the immediate possession of the lands de- 
scribed in the complaint. 


Reversed in part, 
Affirmed in part, and 
Remanded with directions. 


NEWMAN MACHINE COMPANY, INC. v. GEORGE F. NEWMAN, JR., 
TRUSTEE 


No, 1 
(Filed 12 March 19692) 


1. Pleadings § 19— demurrer — sufficiency of pleadings 
A demurrer tests the sufficiency of a pleading, admitting, for that pur- 
pose, the truth of factual averments well stated and such relevant infer- 
ences of fact as may be deduced therefrom. 


2. Pleadings § 19— demurrer — liberal construction of pleadings 
When pleadings are challenged’ by demurrer, they are to be liberally 
construed with a view to substantial justice between the parties. G.S. 
1-127, G.S. 1-151. 


3. Pleadings § 19—- demurrer 


A demurrer admits the facts alleged but not the pleader’s legal conclu- 
sions. 


4. Pleadings § 19— demurrer — fatally defective complaint 


A complaint must be fatally defective before it will be rejected as in- 
sufficient. 


5. Declaratory Judgment Act § 2—~ proceedings — sufficiency of com- 
plaint 
If a complaint sets forth a genuine controversy justiciable under the 
Declaratory Judgment Act, it is not demurrable even though plaintiff 
may not be entitled to prevail om the facts alleged in the complaint, since 
the court is not concerned with whether plaintiff’s position is right or 
wrong but with whether he is entitled to a declaration of rights with 
respect to the matters alleged. 


6. Quieting Title § 1; Property § 2— personal property — equitable 
remedy to quiet title 
In this State a cause of action to quiet title or to remove cloud on 
title to personal property may be maintained in equity where, due to ex- 
ceptional circumstances, there is no adequate remedy at law, 
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7. Quieting Title § 2— action to quiet title to personalty — sufficiency 
of pleadings 
Complaint properly states a cause of action to quiet title to shares of 
corporate stock where there are allegations that (1) plaintiff corporation 
purchased shares of its stock from defendant who owned the stock in- 
dividually and as trustee for his minor children, (2) defendant through 
his attorney now asserts that the consideration paid to him, individually 
and as trustee, was grossly inadequate and that he is entitled to disaffirm 
and rescind the transactions or to sue for damages, (3) defendant’s re- 
peated threats and demands have seriously jeopardized plaintiff’s cor- 
porate existence and affected plaintiff in the conduct of its business, (4) 
the president of plaintiff corporation, who will be a material witness in 
any litigation, is 70 years old and his evidence should be preserved, and 
(5) defendant’s threats of legal action constitute a cloud on plaintiff’s 
title to the shares of stcck. 


8. Quieting Title § 1— quieting title to realty —- nature of remedy 


The statutory action to quiet title to realty was designed to avoid 
some of the limitations imposed upon the remedies formerly embraced by 
a bill of peace or a bill quia timet, and to establish an easy method of 
quieting titles of land against adverse claims, G.S. 41-10. 


On certiorart to review decision of the Court of Appeals reported 
in 2 N.C. App. 491, 163 S.E. 2d 279. 


The hearing below was on demurrer. The complaint contains 
fifty-two numbered paragraphs. When stripped of nonessentials, the 
allegations may be summarized as follows: 


1. Plaintiff is a North Carolina corporation with its principal 
place of business in Greensboro, and defendant is a citizen and resi- 
dent of Greensboro, North Carolina. 


2. George F. Newman, Jr., was a member of the Board of Di- 
rectors of Newman Machine Company, Inc., from January 1937 
until December 31, 1963; vice-president and manager of its Sales 
Department from January 1937 until May 1948; president of the 
Company from May 7, 1948, until December 31, 1960; and vice- 
president of the Company in 1961, 1962 and 1968 until he volun- 
tarily resigned effective December 31, 1963. 


3. George F. Newman, Jr., owned 64.77% of all the issued and 
outstanding shares of capital stock of plaintiff corporation. In March 
1950 he made a gift of certain of his shares to himself as trustee for 
his children. Thereafter and until February 6, 1959, he owned in- 
dividually 53.299% of the capital stock and owned as trustee for 
his children 11.477% of said shares. In addition, he also owned in- 
dividually 65% of the outstanding shares of capital stock of three 
affiliated corporations. 
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4, In the trust instrument of March 1950 by which George F. 
Newman, Jr., gave 11.4779 of the outstanding shares of stock in 
Newman Machine Company, Inc., to himself as trustee for his 
children, he was authorized “to manage, convert, sell, assign, alter, 
invest and reinvest, lease and otherwise deal with said trust prop- 
erties and use the proceeds from the same as he, in his discretion, 
shall deem to be for the best interest for the trust estate, to the 
same extent that he might do if he were the individual owner of 
the trust estate.” The declaration of trust also provided that “the 
trust is to be administered free of the control and direction of and 
without accounting to or reporting to any court.” 


5. On February 6, 1959, George F. Newman, Jr., sold to the 
plaintiff corporation at $135.25 per share all of its shares of stock 
which he owned. This included both the 53.299% he owned in- 
dividually and the 11.477% he cwned as trustee. The total purchase 
price was $785,802.50. | 


6. At all times prior to December 31, 1960, George F. Newman, 
Jr., had access to all the financial records of plaintiff corporation, 
was in position to know the fair market value of its assets, business, 
and business potential so that he knew the fair market value of the 
corporate stock when he sold it to the plaintiff on February 6, 1959. 


7. As a part of the total transaction the plaintiff and George 
F. Newman, Jr., entered into an employment contract dated Feb- 
ruary 7, 1959, under the terms of which it was agreed that the said 
Newman should continue to serve plaintiff corporation as its presi- 
dent at a salary of $100,000.00 per year for the years 1959 and 1960 
and at a salary of $50,000.00 per year for the years 1961, 1962, 
1963 and 1964. The said Newman terminated this contract volun- 
tarily as of December 31, 1968, and, at his request, served plaintiff 
corporation in a very limited capacity during 1964 and 1965. 


8. On February 5, 1965, defendant notified plaintiff by letter 
that defendant’s attorneys were investigating the transaction in- 
volving the sale of the stock. On August 27, 1965, defendant re- 
quested copies of plaintiff’s audit report for the years 1957, 1958, 
1959 and 1960; and on November 17, 1965, defendant’s attorneys 
examined copies of said audit reports at plaimtiff’s offices. Thereaf- 
ter, on March 24, 1966, defendant’s attorneys wrote plaintiff the 
following letter: 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 
MACHINE Co, v. NEWMAN 


“Mr. W. M. York, Sr., 
President, 

Newman Machine Company, 
507 Jackson Street, 
Greensboro, North Carolina. 


Re: George F. Newman, Jr., Individually and as 
Trustee, vs. Newman Machine Company, et al 


Dear Mr. York: 


We have completed an analysis of our notes on the financial 
information which you permitted us to examine on November 
17, 1965, and we have also examined certain public records in 
the Guilford County Courthouse. In addition, Mr. Newman has 
delivered to us, and we have studied, all documents in his 
possession relating to the transactions in early 1959 under which 
Newman Machine Company, its affiliates, and members of your 
family acquired all interests of Mr. Newman in these compan- 
ies and all interests of Mr. Newman, as Trustee for his minor 
children, in these companies and in the land and buildings in 
which these companies conducted their operations. Based upon 
the foregoing information, we have concluded that, in our opin- 
ion, the consideration paid to Mr. Newman, individually and as 
Trustee, for the properties acquired by Newman Machine Com- 
pany, et al, was grossly inadequate and represented only a 
minor fraction of the fair market value of the properties. We 
have so advised Mr. Newman. 


In view of the facts and circumstances attendant upon and 
inherent in the transactions, including the financial and other 
information in documentary form and the facts as related to us 
by Mr. Newman, we have further concluded that, in our opin- 
ion, Mr. Newman, individually and as Trustee for his minor 
children, has the legal right to either disaffirm and rescind the 
transactions or to sue for damages, and we have advised Mr, 
Newman accordingly. Moreover, we are of the opinion that Mr. 
Newman, in his capacity as Trustee for his minor children, is 
legally obligated by reason of his duty as a fiduciary to assert 
his claim as Trustee and that his failure to do so would amount 
to a breach of his obligations as a fiduciary, for which he could 
later be held personally liable. We have stated this opinion to 
Mr. Newman. 


Mr. Newman, individually and as Trustee, has requested 
that we take appropriate and prempt action to enforce his 
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rights arising out of the transactions mentioned above. Before 
commencing legal action or actions for the enforcement of these 
rights we will be glad to discuss, without prejudice, the entire 
matter with you or your attorneys, preferably the latter, if 
you wish to explore the possibilities of a mutually satisfactory 
compromise settlement of the claims of our client. Please let us 
hear from you within ten days. 

Yours very truly, 

JORDAN, WRIGHT, Henson & NICHOLS 

By: Welch Jordan 

WJ;c 

cc: Mr. George F. Newman, Jr.” 

9. Defendant, through his attorneys, continued to make de- 
mands on plaintiff and to threaten legal action against plaintiff, in- 
cluding threat of receivership. These threats have seriously jeopar- 
dized plaintiff’s corporate existence, hampered long-range planning, 
and seriously affected plaintiff in the conduct of its business affairs. 


10. William M. York, Sr., President of plaintiff corporation, 1s 
70 years of age and will be a material witness in any litigation. His 
evidence should be preserved. 


11. A real controversy exists between plaintiff and defendant. 
The threats constitute a cloud on the title to the shares of stock 
purchased by plaintiff from George F. Newman, Jr., Trustee, and 
this action is brought for the purpose of settling the controversy 
and removing the cloud on plaintiff’s title to the stock in question. 
The sale and purchase of said stock was an arm’s-length transaction 
with both parties having full knowledge of the facts. Plaintiff paid 
fair market value for the shares of stock and obtained a good title 
to them. Defendant has no further rights arising out of said trans- 
action, and plaintiff has no further obligations to the defendant by 
reason of it. 

12. Plaintiff prays the court for judgment declaring that it has 
good title to the 11.477% of its shares of stock purchased from de- 
fendant trustee and for costs of the action. 

Defendant’s demurrer was overruled by the trial judge. Certiorant 
was allowed and the Court of Appeals reversed, sustaining the de- 
murrer. We allowed certiorart to review decision of that Court. 


Charles T. Hagan, Jr, and McNeill Smith, Attorneys for the 
plaintiff appellant. 

McLendon, Brim, Brooks, Pierce & Daniels, by Hubert Humphrey, 
Attorneys for defendant appellee. 
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HuskIns, J. 


[1-5] A demurrer tests the sufficiency of a pleading, admitting, for 
that purpose, the truth of factual averments well stated and such 
relevant inferences of fact as may be deduced therefrom. When 
pleadings are thus challenged they are to be liberally construed with 
a view to substantial justice between the parties. G.S. 1-127; GS. 
1-151; McKinney v. High Point, 237 N.C. 66, 74 S.E. 2d 440 (1953). 
A demurrer admits the facts alleged but not the pleader’s legal con- 
clusions. Gillisme v. Service Stores, 258 N.C. 487, 128 S.E. 2d 762 
(1963). A complaint must be fatally defective before it will be re- 
jected as insufficient. Woody v. Pickelsimer, 248 N.C. 599, 104 S.E. 
2d 273 (1958). Demurrers in declaratory judgment actions are con- 
trolled by the same principles applicable in other cases. Even so, it 
is rarely an appropriate pleading to a petition for declaratory judg- 
ment. Ii the complaint sets forth a genuine controversy justiciable 
under the Declaratory Judgment Act, it is not demurrable even 
though plaintiff may not be entitled to prevail on the facts alleged 
in the complaint. This is so because the Court is not concerned with 
whether plaintiff’s position is right or wrong but with whether he is 
entitled to a declaration of rights with respect to the matters al- 
leged. 22 Am. Jur. 2d, Declaratory Judgments, § 91; Walker v. Char- 
lotte, 268 N.C. 345, 150 S.E. 2d 493 (1966); Woodard v. Carteret 
County, 270 N.C. 55, 153 S.E. 2d 809 (1967). 


The complaint and demurrer present these questions: 


(1) Does the complaint state a cause of action justiciable 
under the Declaratory Judgment Act? 


(2) Does the complaint state a cause of action in equity to 
quiet title to personal property? 


Plaintiff contends for an affirmative answer to both questions, 
while defendant argues that an action to quiet title to personalty 
cannot be maintained in this jurisdiction because there is statutory 
provision for such suits only with respect to real property. GS. 
41-10. Defendant further contends that the type of dispute pictured 
by the complaint does not qualify for consideration under the 
Declaratory Judgment Act because (a) a genuine controversy does 
not exist, (b) the action does not include all necessary parties, (c) 
the action involves primarily issues of fact rather than questions of 
law, and (d) the object of the action is “to bag” in advance an im- 
pending lawsuit by becoming plaintiff now so as to avoid becoming 
defendant later. 


The excellent briefs of the parties are largely devoted to dis- 
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cussions of whether the complaint. states a cause of action justiciable 
under the Declaratory Judgment Act. We find it unnecessary to de- 
cide the first question, however, in view of the conclusion we have 
reached on the second. 


[6,7] We hold that the complaint states a cause of action to re- 
move cloud and quiet title to personalty and that such action may 
be maintained in this State. Since the courts generally apply the 
same principles when title to personalty is involved as they do when 
title to land is clouded, McClintock, Principles of Equity, Sec. 197 
(2d ed. 1948), brief reference to some of the requirements in equity 
suits to remove cloud and quiet title to realty prior to enactment of 
G.S. 41-10 is helpful to an understanding of the question before us. 


Under the old equity practice, “[a] bill qua tumet was intended 
to prevent future litigation, by removing existing causes which might 
affect the plaintiff’s title. If one in possession of land under a legal 
title knew that another was claiming an interest in the land under 
a title adverse to him, there was no adequate remedy at law for 
such occupant to test the validity of such claim. Being in possession, 
he could not sue at law, and the adverse claimant would not sue, so 
that the adverse claim might be asserted at some future time when 
the evidence to rebut it might be lost. or at any rate the existence 
of such claim cast a cloud upon his title which would affect its value. 
His remedy was a bill in equity against. the adverse claimant to 
have the cloud removed by a decree of the court and thereby quiet 
his title.’ McIntosh, N. C. Practice and Procedure in Civil Cases 
§ 986 (1929); Holland v. Challen, 110 U.S. 15, 3 8. Ct. 495, 28 L. 
Ed. 52 (1883). 


It is stated in Hardware Co. v. Cotton Co., 188 N.C. 442 at 445, 
124 S.E. 756 at 758 (1924), that “‘[a] bill quia tumet is in the na- 
ture of a writ of prevention, and is entertained as a measure of pre- 
caution, justice, and to forestall wrongs or anticipated mischiefs, as 
where a guardian or other trustee is squandering an estate, or where 
one in possession of property which another unjustly claims is likely 
to lose the evidence of his title by delay in asserting and testing the 
hostile claim. Bailey v. Briggs, 56 N.Y. 407, 415.’” 


Prior to 1893, in equity suits to remove cloud or quiet title to 
realty plaintiff was required to allege and show: (1) that he had no 
adequate remedy at law, Byerly v. Humphrey, 95 N.C. 151 (1886); 
(2) that he was in rightful possession of the land in question, Pea- 
cock v. Stott, 104 N.C. 154, 10 8.E. 456 (1889), McNamee v. Alex- 
ander, 109 N.C. 242, 138 S.E. 777 (1891); and (3) that the defend- 
ant’s adverse claim was such as to affect plaintiff’s title injuriously, 
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Murray v. Hazell, 99 N.C. 168, 5 S.E. 428 (1888). In Busbee v. 
Macy, 85 N.C. 329 (1881), plaintiff sought to remove a cloud upon 
the title to land alleging that a deed under which defendant claimed 
was void on its face by reason of the uncertain description of the 
land therein contained. The court held that since the illegality of 
defendant’s deed appeared upon its face, a court of equity should 
dismiss the action and decline to declare an instrument to be a void 
deed which upon its face is no deed at all. In Busbee v. Lewis, 85 
N.C. 332 (1881), plaintiff sought to remove a cloud upon his title 
and was denied equitable relief because a valid legal objection was 
apparent on the face of the record. “. . . [A] court of equity will 
not take jurisdiction of an action to remove a claim upon the ground 
of its being a cloud upon the title of another, when the claim is 
based upon a deed alleged in the complaint to be void upon its face, 
since, if it really be so, the party has always at hand a certain de- 
fense against the deed, whenever it may be urged against him.” 


[8] Because the General Assembly considered the two Busbee de- 
cisions, supra, an inconvenient or unjust application of the equitable 
doctrines involved, it enacted Chapter 6, Public Laws of 1893, now 
codified as G.S. 41-10, providing, inter alia, that “[a]n action may 
be brought by any person against another who claims an estate or 
interest in real property adverse to him for the purpose of deter- 
mining such adverse claims. .. .” Rumbo v. Manufacturing Co., 
129 N.C. 9, 89 S.E. 581 (1901). That enactment was designed to 
avoid some of the limitations imposed upon the remedies formerly 
embraced by a bill of peace or a bill quia tumet, and to establish an 
easy method of quieting titles of land against adverse claims. Wells 
v. Clayton, 236 N.C. 102, 72 S.E. 2d 16 (1952). 


Since we have no statute regarding suits in equity to remove cloud 
or quiet title to personalty, we apply to such suits the same prin- 
ciples which obtained prior to enactment of G.S, 41-10 when title 
to land was involved. 


Although such suits were usually brought only in cases involv- 
ing real property, “the generally accepted view is that a bill to quiet 
the title or to remove a cloud on the title to personal property may 
be maintained in equity, in the absence of statutory authorization, 
where, by reason of exceptional circumstances, there is no adequate 
remedy at law.” Annot., 105 A.L.R. 291 (19386). In Loggie v. Chand- 
ler, 95 Maine 220, 49 A. 1059, it was held that a cloud upon the 
title to personal property in the form of a recorded chattel mortgage 
could not be removed; but Pomeroy says “. . . there seems no 
good reason for thus restricting the jurisdiction, and the instances 
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are not infrequent where it has been exercised, in eases of void re- 
corded chattel mortgages, spurious issues of shares of stock, etc.” 5 
Pomeroy, Equity Jurisprudence § 2151 (4th ed. 1919). To like effect 
is Thompson v. Emmett Irr. Dist., 227 F. 560, (9th Cir. 1915), where 
plaintiff, a purchaser of bonds issued by an irrigation district, al- 
leged that defendant had defaulted in the payment of interest on 
all of the bonds on the ground that some of the bonds, without desig- 
nating such bonds by number or otherwise, had been sold without 
consideration. Defendant demurred and moved to dismiss. Held: 
The allegations of the bill state a case for the removal of a cloud 
upon the title to personal property and such a case is within the 
jurisdiction of a court of equity. Accord, Sherman v. Fitch, 98 
Mass. 59 (1867); ALagnuson v. Clithero, 101 Wis. 551, 77 N.W. 882 
(1899); Voss v. Aurray, 50 Ohio St. 19, 32 N.E. 1112 (1898). 


In Dittmar v. Alamo Nat. Co., 91 5.W. 2d 781 (Tex. Civ. App. 
1936), defendants by cross action sought to have their title quieted 
to certain corporate stock allegedly purchased by defendants from 
plaintiff. There, as here, it was contended that there was no such 
action as one to quiet title or remove cloud from title to personal 
property. Held: “There seems to be no good reason for so restrict- 
ing the remedy of an action to quiet title. This is especially true in 
Texas, where the distinctions between law and equity do not ob- 
tain. . . . We see no reason why in this state the owner of per- 
sonalty, in possession, should not be permitted to maintain a suit to 
quiet his title as against an adverse claimant.” It will be noted that 
in North Carolina, as in Texas, the old technical distinctions be- 
tween actions at law and suits in equity have been abolished. GS. 
1-9; In Re Estate of Smith, 200 N.C. 272, 156 S.E. 494 (1931); 
Woodall v. Bank, 201 N.C. 428, 160 S.E. 475 (1931). 


In Ellis v. Dizie Highway Special Road & Brndge Dist., 103 Fla. 
795, 1388 So. 374 (1931), plaintiff sought to be adjudged owner and 
holder of certain highway district bonds which defendant claimed 
had been stolen. Plaintiff could not negotiate the bonds under rules 
of the New York Stock Exchange until title was established. Held: 
“Suits in equity to quiet title to personalty are infrequently brought, 
but a court of equity will give relief in respect of personalty and 
quiet title thereto when, owing to exceptional circumstances, there 
is no adequate remedy at law.” 


In Earle v. Maxwell, 86 8.C. 1, 67 S.E. 962 (1910), the Court 
said: “While some authorities hold otherwise, we think there can 
be no doubt that a complaint to remove a cloud on the title to per- 
sonal property may be maintained. . . . Any distinction between 
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real estate and personal property in this respect must be purely arti- 
ficial and tend to hinder the practical administration of justice.” 


{6, 7] Even though there is no statute in North Carolina autho- 
rizing suits to quiet title to personalty, we adhere to the general 
rule that such suits may be maintained in equity where, due to ex- 
ceptional circumstances, there is no adequate remedy at law. Here, 
plaintiff is in possession of the stock it purchased from defendant 
trustee, and defendant is claiming an interest in it adverse to plain- 
tiff. Being in possession plaintiff cannot sue at law, and defendant 
will not sue — at least he has not done so during almost two years 
of threats and demands. His adverse claim may be asserted in 
court at some future time when plaintiff’s evidence to rebut it may 
be lost. The existence of such a claim casts a cloud upon plaintiff’s 
title to the stock and may adversely affect its value. Under these 
circumstances plaintiff is entitled to invoke the equitable assistance 
of the court to remove this cloud and quiet the title to ownership 
of said stock when defendant, for whatever reasons of his own, con- 
tinues to threaten but refuses to act. With the ever increasing im- 
portance of personal property in the business world of today, espe- 
cially stocks, bonds, and other intangibles, there is no sound reason 
why this equitable remedy should not be available to quiet title to 
personalty as well as realty. 


For the reasons stated the decision of the Court of Appeals sus- 
taining the demurrer is reversed. Let the Court of Appeals so cer- 
tify it to the trial court for further proceedings consistent with this 
opinion. 

Reversed and remanded. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. SAMUEL NICK MOORE 
No. 4 


(Filed 9 April 1969) 


1. Homicide § 21— first degree murder — nonsuit 


State’s evidence is held sufficient to be submitted to the jury on the 
issue of defendant’s guilt of murder in the first degree of his wife. 


2. Homicide § 4—~- elements of first degree murder 


Murder in the first degree is the unlawful killing of a human being 
with malice, premeditation and deliberation. G.S. 14-17. 
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Homicide § 4— elements of first degree murder 

The three essential elements of murder in the first degree — premedi- 
tation, deliberation and malice —concur if defendant resolved in his 
mind a fixed purpose to kill his wife and thereafter, because of that 
previously formed intention and not because of any legal provocation on 
her part deliberately and intentionally shoots her. 
Homicide § 4— _ elements of first degree murder — malice 


Malice exists as a matter of law whenever there has been an unlawful 
and intentional homicide without excuse or mitigating circumstances. 


Homicide §§ 17, 18— first degree murder — evidence of malice and 
premeditation 


In a prosecution for murder in the first degree, evidence that just a 
few minutes before his wife was shot defendant had announced his in- 
tention to kill her tends to show premeditation and deliberation as well 
as malice. 


Homicide § 15; Criminal Law § 84— first degree murder — com- 
petency of evidence — prior assaults on victim 


In a prosecution charging defendant with the first-degree murder of his 
wife, evidence that on various occasions during approximately three and 
one-half years prior to her death defendant had intentionally inflicted per- 
sonal injuries upon his wife is admissible as bearing on intent, malice, 
motive, premeditation and deliberation on the part of defendant. 


Homicide § 15; Criminal Law § 34— first degree murder — com- 
petency of evidence — prior assault on third person 


In a prosecution charging defendant with the first degree murder of 
his wife, evidence of defendant’s fight with another person at a county 
fair some two and one-half years prior to the homicide is admissible 
where the fight immediately preceded and precipitated defendant’s attack 
upon his wife. 


Constitutional Law § 31— right of confrontation of witnesses 


The right of confrontation guaranteed to every defendant in a criminal 
prosecution affirms the common law rule that the witnesses must be 
present before the triers of fact and the accused so that they are put face 
to face, and also includes the more important privilege of defendant’s being 
present in person at every stage of the trial. N. C. Constitution, Art. I, § 11: 
U. 8S. Constitution, VI and XIV Amendnients. 


Constitutional Law § 87— defendant’s waiver of right to be present 
at trial — capital felony 

An accused cannot waive his right to be present at every stage of his 
trial upon an indictment charging him with a capital felony. 


10. Constitutional Law § 37— waiver of right to confront witnesses — 


non-capital felonies and misdemeanors 

The right of accused to confront the State’s witness is a personal privi- 
lege which he may waive either by express consent or by a failure to assert 
in apt time. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16 


17 


18 
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Constitutional Law § 87— waiver of right to confront witnesses — 


capital case 


Even in a capital case the constitutional right of an accused to be con- 
fronted by the witness against him is a personal privilege which he may 
waive, 


Homicide § 27— instructions on voluntary and involuntary man- 
slaughter 


In a prosecution charging defendant with the homicide of his wife, 
issue of defendant’s guilt of voluntary manslaughter does not arise where 
there is no evidence that (1) defendant killed his wife while fighting in 
self-defense or that (2) defendant killed her in the heat of passion; but 
issue of involuntary manslaughter does arise where defendant’s testi- 
mony would support a finding that his culpable negligence in handling a 
shotgun caused her death. 


Criminal Law § 115—— instructions on lesser degrees of the offense 
charged 

Where there is evidence of defendant’s guilt of a lesser degree of the 
crime charged in the indictment, the court must submit defendant’s guilt 
of the lesser included offense to the jury; if he fails to do so, the error 
is not cured by a verdict convicting defendant of the offense charged. 


Homicide § 11—- defense — accidental killing 


A defendant’s assertion of accidental killing is not an affirmative de- 
fense. 


Homicide § 14— burden of proof of unlawful slaying 


In a prosecution for unlawful homicide, the burden is always on the 
State to prove an unlawful slaying. 


Homicide §§ 21, 27— instructions on involuntary manslaughter — 
sufficiency of evidence 


In a prosecution charging defendant with the homicide of his wife, de- 
fendant is entitled to have the specific question of his guilt of involun- 
tary manslaughter submitted to the jury where his testimony is to the 
effect that as he was leaving the home with clothes over his left arm and 
a rifle and shotgun underneath his right arm, defendant “throwed the 
guns over his left arm” to reach with his right for cigarettes on a table 
and that a gun went off. 


Homicide § 6— involuntary manslaughter — reckless use of fire- 
arms 

One who handles a firearm in a reckless or wanton manner and thereby 
unintentionally causes the death of another is guilty of involuntary man- 
slaughter. 


Criminal Law § 89—— impeachment of negative testimony 


In a prosecution for first degree murder, where defendant’s witness de- 
nied on cross-examination that defendant told him on the day of the 
homicide that he had shot his wife, it was error to allow the State to 
offer for purpose of impeachment and contradiction the testimony of a 
deputy sheriff as to what the witness told him defendant had said. 
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19. Criminal Law § 89— impeachment of negative evidence 


If a party interrogates a witness about a fact which would be favor- 
able to the examiner if true, and receives a reply which is merely negative 
in its effect on examiner’s case, the examiner may not by extrinsic evi- 
dence prove that the first witness had earlier stated that the fact was 
true as desired by the enquirer. 


APPEAL by defendant from Cowper, J., 19 August 1968 Regular 
Criminal Session of BEAUFORT. 


Defendant was tried and convicted upon an indictment which 
charged that, on 7 March 1968, he “feloniously, wilfully, and of his 
malice aforethought, did kill and murder Joanne Woolard Moore,” 
his wife. Upon the jury’s recommendation the court imposed the 
mandatory life sentence. Defendant appealed, assigning as error the 
court’s failure to allow his motion for nonsuit, the admission of cer- 
tain evidence, and portions of the charge. 


Robert Morgan, Attorney G'eneral; Ralph Moody, Deputy At- 
torney General, for the State. 


Tharrington & Smith and McMillan & McMillan for defendant 
appellant. 


SHARP, J. 


Defendant’s assignments of error 1 and 2 are that the court 
erred in overruling his motions for nonsuit. In his brief he argues 
that the court should have entered “a judgment of nonsuit as to the 
offenses of first and second degree murder.” 


Evidence for the State tended to show: On 7 March 1968, defend- 
ant and Joanne Woolard Moore (Joanne) had been married nine 
years; they had three children, aged 6 years, 4 years, and 14 
months. The family was living in a trailer about 200 yards from 
the home of Joanne’s parents, Mr. and Mrs. Bill Woolard. The two 
older children spent the night of 6 March 1968 with their grand- 
parents. The following morning, soon after 7:30, defendant tele- 
phoned his mother-in-law and said: ‘Mrs. Woolard, I am going to 
kill myself and Joanne. Come up and get the baby.” When Mrs. 
Woolard attempted to remonstrate with him, he said, “Yes, Ma’am,” 
and hung up. After attempting to telephone defendant’s two broth- 
ers, Mrs. Woolard finally reached her husband at work. About 20-25 
minutes after his telephone call, defendant appeared at Mrs. Wool- 
ard’s door with the baby. Defendant appeared nervous and angry, 
and the child was unwrapped. He said that he couldn’t talk to 
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Joanne because of the baby’s crying and that he was going back to 
the trailer to talk to her. He then left in his truck. 


Mrs. Woolard immediately rang her daughter’s telephone 12-15 
times but got no answer. After again telephoning her husband she 
went to the trailer and entered the living room about 8:15 a.m. 
There she first saw a man’s bloody tracks “headed down toward the 
bedroom” to the left. When she looked to the right and saw Joanne’s 
body on the kitchen floor, she fied screaming from the trailer. Her 
screams awakened Mrs. Marie Beddard, who lived across the road. 
Leaving Mrs. Woolard at her house, Mrs. Beddard went to the 
trailer. She saw Joanne, clothed in a robe and bedroom slippers, 
lying on her back in a pool of blood behind the bar, which separated 
the kitchen and the living room. The right side of her face and head 
had been blown away. Mrs. Beddard went back to her house and 
procured a friend to call the sheriff and the rescue squad. 


Within minutes thereafter, Mr. Woolard and a companion arrived 
at the trailer. The sheriff arrived between 8:30 and 8:45 a.m. The 
odor of gunpowder pervaded the trailer. He followed the bloody 
footprints, which led from the body, across the living room into the 
first bedroom. On the bed was a 12-gauge Remington shotgun (State’s 
Exhibit 5), containing two live shells. Behind the sofa in the living 
room he found an empty shotgun shell (State’s Exhibit 9). Blood, 
hair, and brain tissue were on the ceiling and all over the kitchen 
area, 


In the opinion of E. B. Pearce, Ballistics Expert of the 8. B. L, 
the shell (Exhibit 9) had been fired from the shotgun (Exhibit 5). 
The doctor who examined the body at 11:40 a.m. found no powder 
burns on the face. In his opinion, death, which was instantaneous, 
had resulted from a gunshot wound. 


On the morning of 7 March 1968, at 7:45, Wilham King went to 
work shrubbing a ditch behind the trailer. A few minutes thereaf- 
ter, he saw defendant leave the trailer with the baby in his arms 
and drive to the Woolard residence. He observed that defendant re- 
mained there “just a few minutes” and then returned to the front 
of the trailer, where he disappeared from King’s view. In a few 
minutes he saw defendant leave again and drive toward Griffin’s 
store, which is about 214 miles from the trailer in the opposite di- 
rection from the Woolard home. About 8:10 a.m. defendant entered 
Griffin’s store and purchased two packs of cigarettes. Griffin noticed 
nothing unusual in his appearance. 


Defendant was arrested at 1:55 a.m. on Saturday, 9 March 1968, 
in the Washington Police Station. 
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Sometime after Christmas 1967, defendant had told Mr. and 
Mrs. Woolard that if Joanne ever leit him he would kill her. On 
the Monday night preceding 7 March 1968, defendant made a 
similar statement to Mr. and Mrs. Bullock. On Wednesday after- 
noon, 6 March 1968, defendant went to Bullock’s place of employ- 
ment and informed him that he had some time facing him and that 
he would be in jail before Monday morning. Bobby Harmon, who 
was present on Wednesday afternoon when defendant talked to 
Bullock, testified as a witness for defendant that defendant said 
“he was in a little trouble’; that he was on probation and if his 
wife got a warrant for him he would be locked up before Monday 
morning. 


The State introduced—over defendant’s objection — evidence 
tending to show: (1) On one occasion during watermelon time in 
1965, defendant had slapped his wife several times, knocked her 
down, torn her clothes from ser body down to the waist, and 
“snatched her out on the porch by the hair of her head’; (2) In 
October 1965, at the close of the Beaufort County Fair, after he 
got into a fight with a man named “Butterball,” defendant became 
incensed because his wife had thrown away the pistol he gave her to 
hide. He beat her and knocked her to the ground, where he tore off 
her blouse. A highway patrolman found her there unconscious, The 
next morning, when defendant got out of jail, he found Joanne at 
the home of his mother and hit her again in the presence of his 
mother; (3) On 23 December 1967, defendant hit Joanne in the side 
with a bottle of whiskey and beat her in the face until she fell un- 
conscious to the floor from the sofa. The next day her face and arms 
were badly bruised; (4) On Saturday night, 2 March 1968, at a res- 
taurant, where defendant and his wife were eating with Mr. and 
Mrs. Clarence Bullock, defendant took two gasoline credit cards from 
his wife’s purse, tore them up, and said that he was going to put a 
stop to her going so much. He also took her wallet. (5) On Sunday 
morning, 8 March 1968, the woman who lived directly across the 
highway from the Moore trailer heard Joanne give three or four 
loud screams. That afternoon Mrs. Bullock observed that Joanne’s 
eyes were bruised and that a cut on her nose was bleeding. Defend- 
ant told Clarence Bullock that he had whipped his wife that morn- 
ing. The following Monday her eyes were black and her face 
swollen. 


The admission of the foregoing testimony is the basis of defend- 
ant’s assignments of error Nos. 27, 29, 34, and 35. 


On 5 August 1968, fourteen days prior to the commencement of 
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the term at which defendant was tried, the solicitor for the State 
and defendant, individually and by his counsel, stipulated that Dr. 
Clyde Potter, a physician and surgeon, if present, would testify that 
on Wednesday, 6 March 1968, he examined Joanne Moore’s face; 
that she had two black eyes and her nose was severely bruised, 
swollen, and sore. The parties also stipulated that this statement 
could be admitted in evidence without objection during defendant’s 
trial. When the State offered the stipulation in evidence, defendant 
objected — not “to the form of the statement’ — but “to the evidence 
contained therein.” The admission of the foregoing stipulation con- 
stitutes defendant’s assignment of error No. 41. 


The testimony of defendant as a witness for himself tended to 
show: During nine and a half years of married life he and Joanne 
had had only ‘a few minor quarrels”; that he had always loved his 
wife and had never threatened to harm her. He had never beaten 
her, blacked her eyes, knocked her unconscious, or torn her clothes 
from her person. He had, however, slapped her with his open hand 
on two occasions: (1) at the fair in October 1965 because, instead 
of putting his pistol in the automobile as he had directed, she had 
thrown it in a ditch and lost it; and (2) on 23 December 1965, when 
she had insisted upon going with Mr. and Mrs. Clarence Bullock to 
Rocky Mount, when the four of them had been drinking. On 3 March 
1968, he had had to fight her when she attacked him, and she got a 
black eye. The night before, he had torn up Joanne’s credit cards 
because she was charging too much gas. That night he slept on the 
sofa in the living room. About 6:30 a.m., in attempting to get into 
bed, he awakened Joanne, who accused him of being out all night. 
She began to fight and in order to protect himself, he jumped back, 
and she fell off the bed. She herself had scratched her nose on her 
diamond engagement ring. The next day, in consequence of this 
set-to, she had two black eyes. At her request, he bought her sun- 
glasses. He also gave her credit cards to replace the two he had 
destroyed, and there was no argument between them on Monday. 
On Tuesday, he took a trailer to Virginia. On Wednesday evening, 
upon his return, she told him she had been to see Dr. Potter and 
had consulted an attorney, Mr. LeRoy Scott. He did not know what 
Joanne wanted. Her mother wanted her to leave him, but Joanne 
did not want separation papers. He was not angry with his wife, 
and they had slept together that night. The next morning, however, 
he told her she must decide during the day whether she wanted him 
or her mother. He directed her to call him at his mother’s that night 
and give him her decision. 
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From the bedroom closet he removed several suits, a rifle, and 
a shotgun, which he had decided to sell to repay some company 
money he had spent. He put the clothes over his left arm and the 
guns underneath his right arm and started to take the articles out 
to his truck while Joanne finished cooking his breakfast. As he 
walked down the little hall into the living room, he saw a pack of 
cigarettes on a little table to his right. Joanne was then standing 
in front of the stove 12-15 feet away cooking his breakfast. She 
was facing him. He “throwed the guns” over his left arm and reached 
with his right for the cigarettes. The gun went off, and he ‘“didn‘t 
know who it hit.” He did not intentionally shoot his wife. The baby 
cried, and before the smoke cleared he went to it. After that he re- 
members nothing until about midnight, when he found himself in 
West Virginia. He does not know how long he stayed there but, 
“realizing what had happened,” he decided to come on back home. 
He arrived late at night and went to the police station. 


On the morning of 7 March 1968, defendant went to the home 
of his brother, Ray Moore (Rav) about 8:30 and borrowed $12.00 
from him. Ray described defendant as pale, very excited, and in a 
state of shock. As he left, Ray asked him where he was going, and 
he said he did not know. 


On cross-examination, defendant testified that he had been con- 
victed of breaking and entering, reckless driving, speeding, simple 
assault, resisting arrest, assault with a deadly weapon, drunken 
driving, manufacturing whiskey, forcible trespass, and being drunk 
and disorderly. 


After three two-hour examinations of defendant, made in April 
and June 1968, Dr. Thomas E. Curtis, a psychiatrist employed by 
defendant, came to the conclusicn that on the morning of 7 March 
1968, defendant had suffered the blackout which he had described 
and that, to have suffered such a “traumatic blackout,’ defendant 
“would have had to have known that the discharge from his gun 
had hit his wife.” 


Other evidence for defendant tended to show: On each occasion 
upon which witnesses for the State had testified that they had ob- 
served cuts or bruises upon the person of Joanne, members of de- 
fendant’s family had also seen her and had observed no wounds, dis- 
colorations, or anything unusual about her appearance. 


[1-4] The preceding resumé demonstrates the sufficiency of the 
evidence to withstand defendant’s motions for nonsuit and to sus- 
tain the jury’s verdict of murder in the first degree. Murder in the 


206 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


STATE v. MOORE 


first degree is the unlawful killing of a human being with malice, 
premeditation, and deliberation. GS. 14-17; State v. Faust, 254 
N.C. 101, 118 S.E. 2d 769, cert. denied, 368 U.S. 851, 7 L. Ed. 2d 
49, 82 8. Ct. 85. Ii defendant resolved in his mind a fixed purpose 
to kill his wife and thereafter, because of that previously formed 
intention, and not because of any legal provocation on her part, he 
deliberately and intentionally shot her, the three essential elements 
of murder in the first degree —premeditation, deliberation, and 
malice — concurred. “Malice is not only hatred, ill-will, or spite, 
as it 1s ordinarily understood —to be sure that is malice — but it 
also means that condition of mind which prompts a person to take 
the life of another intentionally without just cause, excuse, or jus- 
tification.” State v. Benson, 183 N.C. 795, 799, 111 S.E. 869, 871. 
Malice exists as a matter of law “whenever there has been an un- 
lawful and intentional homicide without excuse or mitigating cir- 
cumstance.” State v. Baldwin, 152 N.C. 822, 829, 68 S.E. 148, 151. 


[5] The transcript contains plenary evidence from which the jury 
could find that defendant, motivated by ill will and express malice 
toward his wife, shot her with deliberation after having premeditated 
the deed. The evidence that, just a few minutes before she was shot, 
defendant had announced his intention to kill her, tended to show 
premeditation and deliberation as well as malice. Defendant’s mo- 
tions for nonsuit were properly overruled, and defendant was not 
entitled to an instruction that he was guilty of murder neither in 
the first nor in the second degree. 


[6] The evidence that, on various occasions during approximately 
three and one-half years prior to her death, defendant had inten- 
tionally inflicted personal injuries upon his wife ‘‘was admissible as 
bearing on intent, malice, motive, premeditation and deliberation on 
the part of the prisoner.” State v. Gales, 240 N.C. 319, 82 S.E. 2d 
80. See State v. Horne, 209 N.C. 725, 184 S.E. 470. In State v. Kin- 
caid, 183 N.C. 709, 110 S.E. 612, the trial judge admitted evidence 
tending to show the defendant’s maltreatment of his wife “during a 
period of several years next preceding her death.” Upon appeal, this 
Court said, ‘“The evidence was offered for the purpose of showing 
intermediate and recurring misconduct of the defendant, and while 
its weight was to be determined by the jury, the question of its com- 
petency was properly decided by the court.” Jd. at 716, 110 S.E. at 
616. The opinion quoted, and adopted, the following rationale of 
Justice Nash in State v. Rash, 34 N.C. 382, 384: 


“Ordinarily, the eye of suspicion cannot turn upon the husband 
as the murderer of his wife; and when charged upon him, in the 
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absence of positive proof, strong and convincing evidence — evi- 
dence that leaves no doubt on the mind that he had towards her that 
mala mens which alone could lead him to perpetrate the crime — is 
always material. How else could this be done than by showing his 
acts toward her, the manner in which he treated her, and the dec- 
larations of his malignity? . .. In the domestic relation, the 
malice of one of the parties is rarely to be proved but from a series 
of acts; and the longer they have existed and the greater the num- 
ber of them, the more powerful are they to show the state of his 
feelings. A single expression and a single act of violence are most 
frequently the result of temporary passion, as evanescent as the 
cause producing them. But a long continued course of brutal con- 
duct shows a settled state of feeling inimical to the object. ... 
[M]alice may be proved as well by previous acts as by previous 
threats, and often much more satisfactorily.” 


In State v. Creech, 229 N.C. 662, 51 S.E. 2d 348, the defendant, 
indicted for the murder of his wife, ‘contended that the court erred 
in allowing the prosecution to go back over his entire married life 
with the deceased” (8 years) ‘‘to show frequent quarrels, separa- 
tions, reconciliations and ill-treatment of deceased by defendant 
throughout most of their married life.” Stacy, C.J., speaking for the 
Court, said, “This evidence was competent as tending to show 
malice on the part of the defendant or a settled state of feeling 
inimical to the deceased, and the decisions so hold.” Jd. at 670, 51 
S.E. 2d at 354. Accord, State v. Ray, 212 N.C. 725, 729, 194 S.E. 
482, 484; State v. Allen, 222 N.C. 145, 22 3.E. 2d 2388. 


In State v. Hawkins, 214 N.C. 326, 199 S.E. 284, the defendant 
contended evidence, that for 3-4 years prior to her death he had 
beaten, bruised, and whipped his wife, was too remote, “The remote- 
ness goes to the weight, and not to the competency of the testimony,” 
said the Court. Jd. at 338, 199 S.E. at 288. 


[7] The evidence of defendant’s fight with Butterball at the county 
fair in October 1965, had it been an isolated instance, would clearly 
have been incompetent. State v. McClain, 240 N.C. 171, 81 S.E. 2d 
364. This fight, however, immediately preceded and precipitated de- 
fendant’s attack upon his wife. It was a component of the same ag- 
gressive action, and its admission was not error. 


Defendant’s assignments of error Nos. 27, 29, 34 and 35 are 
overruled. 


Defendant’s assignment of error No. 48 attacks the introduction 
of the stipulation with reference to the testimony which Dr. Potter 
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was prepared to give. Defendant concedes (1) that he and his three 
attorneys signed the writing which stipulated that if Dr. Potter were 
present at the trial he would testify that on the day before her 
death Joanne’s face was cut and bruised and that the stipulation 
could be admitted in evidence without objection, and (2) that at 
the trial he objected ‘to the evidence contained therein” and not to 
the form of the statement. Yet he now asserts that he is entitled to 
a new trial because the ‘constitutional right of confrontation” can- 
not be waived in a capital case. 


[8] N. C. Const. Art. I § 11 provides: “In all criminal prosecu- 
tions, every person charged with crime has the right to be informed 
of the accusation and to confront the accusers and witnesses with 
other testimony. . . .”’ The Sixth Amendment to the U. S. Consti- 
tution, made obligatory upon the states by the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment, gives an accused this same protection. Pointer v. Texas, 380 
U.S. 400, 18 L. Ed. 2d 928, 85 8. Ct. 1065 (1965). The provision 
affirms the common-law rule that the witness must be present be- 
fore the triers of fact and the accused so that they are “ ‘put face 
to face.’”’ State v. Dixon, 185 N.C. 727, 117 S.E. 170. It also includes 
“the more important privilege of being present in person” at every 
stage of the trial. State v. Hartsfield, 188 N.C. 357, 360, 124 S.E. 
629, 631. 


[9, 10] While it is well established in this State that an accused 
cannot waive his right to be present at every stage of his trial upon 
an indictment charging him with a capital felony, State v. Ferebee, 
266 N.C. 606, 146 S.E. 2d 666, and cases cited therein, this Court 
has not heretofore answered the question whether a defendant in a 
capital case can waive his right to be confronted with the witnesses 
against him. The cases upon which defendant bases his contention 
that he cannot waive this right either relate to a defendant’s pres- 
ence (or temporary absence) at the trial or were prosecutions for 
misdemeanors. In appeals involving misdemeanors and felonies less 
than capital, this Court has said that the right for accused to con- 
front the State’s witness is a personal privilege which he may waive 
elther by express consent or by a failure to assert in apt time. 
State v. Hartsfield, supra; State v. Afitchell, 119 N.C. 784, 25 S.E. 
783. See also Miller v. State, 237 N.C, 29, 74 S.E. 2d 518. On this 
point, “The authorities are practically uniform.” Annot., 129 Am. 
St. Rep. 23, 45 (1908); accord, 23 C. J. S. Criminal Law § 1009 
(1961). The rationale is that the court’s power to try a defendant 
is not dependent upon his exercise of his constitutional right to be 
confronted by the State’s witness, This right is a personal privilege 
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for the benefit of the accused which does not affect the general 
public. The State v. Polson, 29 Iowa 133, 185; State v. Wagner, 78 
Mo. 644; Blagg v. State, 36 Ckla. Cr. 337, 254 P. 506; State v. 
Mortensen, 26 Utah 812, 73 P. 562; Williams v. State, 61 Wis. 281, 
21 N.W. 56. Defendant’s presence at his trial for a capital felony, 
however, is a matter of public as well as private concern, 16 C. J. 5. 
Constitutional Law § 9 (1956). Public policy requires his attendance 
at such a trial. 


We agree with the Kentucky court, which pointed out in Bonar 
v. Commonwealth, 180 Ky. 388, 202 8.W. 676, that there are “no 
sound or other than sentimental reasons” for holding that the privi- 
lege cannot be waived where the felony charged is a capital one. In 
People v. Dessauer, 38 Cal. 2d 547, 241 P. 2d 238, cert. demed, 344 
U.S. 858, 97 L. Ed. 666, 73 5. Cr. 96, a case in which the death pen- 
alty was affirmed, the defendant stipulated that the People’s case 
might “‘be submitted to the Court on the testimony taken at the 
preliminary examination’”’ with the “‘same force and effect as 
though those witnesses were here, sworn and testified, the defendant 
waiving his right . . . to be confronted by those witnesses. . . .’” 
In holding that the defendant had effectively waived his mght to 
confrontation, the court said: “The right to be confronted by wit- 
nesses, Whether assured by Constitution or statute, may be waived. 
.. . Id. at 552, 241 P. 2d at 241. Accord, People v. Schulte- 
Knighten, 277 Ill. 238, 115 N.E. 140; People v. Murray, 52 Mich. 
288, 17 N.W. 848. 


In State v. Afortensen, supra, the defendant, appealing a death 
sentence, had stipulated with the prosecution that 1f a particular 
witness were present he would give certain testimony upon appeal. 
To his contention that he could not waive his constitutional right of 
confrontation, the Utah Supreme Court rephed: “The main reason 
for the confrontation of witnesses is to afford the accused an op- 
portunity for ecross-examination, and this is a privilege which he 
may waive.” Id. at 326, 73 P. at 566. In State v. Harris, 181 N.C. 
600, 107 S.E. 466, a case in which this Court affirmed a death sen- 
tence, Clark, C.J., said: “The right to confront witnesses necessarily 
includes the right to cross-examine them, but this is a right which 
the prisoner’s counsel could waive.” Id. at 605, 107 S.E. at 468. 


During the course of the trial of Commonwealth v. Petrillo, 340 
Pa. 33, 16 A. 2d 50, the defendant, charged with murder, changed 
his plea of “not guilty” to “guilty.” Two other Judges were then 
called in to aid the trial judge in determining the degree of the de- 
fendant’s guilt and fixing his punishment. With the defendant’s ex- 
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press consent, they considered “the testimony of a cross-examined 
witness unseen and unheard by them.” In affirming a death sentence, 
the Supreme Court said: 


“Appellant’s proposition that triers of fact are ‘completely in- 
capacitated from judging the credibility of’ witnesses they did not 
see or hear, is untenable. If it were sound, dying declarations and 
many other forms of hearsay testimony as well as depositions and 
testimony given on former trials would all have to be excluded in 
the trial of capital and other criminal cases.” Jd. at 46, 16 A. 2d 
at 57. 


In Blagg v. State, supra, in holding that the defendant was 
bound by his stipulation, the court said it would not do “ ‘to say 
that because the state has a peculiar interest in protecting the citizen 
accused of crime to the extent of his constitutional rights that he 
shall in no case be allowed to waive them, for in some cases it may 
be to his interest to waive them, and the denial of the right to do so 
would defeat the very object in view when the rights were given, and 
cause them to operate to the injury rather than to the benefit of the 
accused.’”’ Id. at 348, 254 P. at 508. 


{11] We hold the constitutional right of an accused to be con- 
fronted by the witness against him is a personal privilege, which he 
may waive even in a capital case. Assignment of error No. 43 is 
overruled. 


Defendant assigns as error certain of the court’s instructions to 
the jury (assignments of error 6, 8, 9, 12, 18, 19, and 20). He as- 
serts (1) that the charge as it related to his testimony with reference 
to the circumstances surrounding his wife’s death was an inadequate 
application of the law pertaining to a killing by misadventure and 
to manslaughter, and (2) that the court erred in failing (a) to dis- 
tinguish between the two degrees of manslaughter and (b) to sub- 
mit to the jury the issue of defendant’s guilt of involuntary man- 
slaughter. These assignments must be sustained. 


[12] At the beginning of his charge the judge instructed the Jury 
that it could return a verdict of guilty of murder in the first degree, 
murder in the second degree, manslaughter, or not guilty. Then, af- 
ter having defined both voluntary and involuntary manslaughter in 
general terms, the court gave the following mandate: 


“fWjhen you come to consider his guilt or innocence on the 
charge of manslaughter, I instruct you that you should ask your- 
selves these questions: 1. Did the defendant shoot and kill his 
wife, Joanne Moore? 2. Did he kill her intentionally? 3. Did he 
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kill her unlawfully, in the heat of passion, by reason of anger sud- 
denly aroused and before sufficient time had elapsed for passion to 
subside and reason to resume its sway and habitual control? If you 
find from the evidence and beyond a reasonable doubt that the truth 
requires an affirmative answer to all three of these questions; that 
they should all three be answered ‘Yes,’ beyond a reasonable doubt, 
then it would be your duty to convict the defendant of manslaughter 
in the case. If the State has failed to so satisfy you or if vou are not 
satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that all three of these ques- 
tions should be answered ‘Yes,’ it would be your duty to return a 
verdict of not guilty to the charge of manslaughter.” 


The confusion in the foregoing excerpt is manifest. If defendant 
shot his wife intentionally, he would be guilty of murder in the first 
degree or murder in the second degree unless he could rebut the pre- 
sumption of malice arising from an intentional shooting, and thereby 
reduce the crime to voluntary manslaughter. He could do so only by 
proving to the jury’s satisfaction one of the following defenses: (a) 
While fighting in self-defense he killed his wife by using excessive 
force. (If he used no more force than reasonably appeared to him 
to be necessary to defend himself, he committed no crime.) (b) He 
killed her in the heat of passion. In the entire transcript there is no 
evidence of either defense, nor does defendant contend that he 
killed his wife in self-defense cr in the heat of passion. The issue 
of defendant’s guilt of voluntary manslaughter, therefore, does not 
arise. The issue of involuntary manslaughter, however, is presented 
since defendant’s testimony would support a finding that he did not 
intentionally shoot his wife but that his culpable negligence caused 
her death. A charge which made his guilt of manslaughter depend 
upon whether he killed his wife in the heat of passion when there 
was no evidence of such a killing, but there was evidence that her 
death resulted from his culpable negligence, constitutes prejudicial 
error. 


If the jury should fail to be convinced beyond a reasonable doubt 
that defendant intentionally shot his wife, under the evidence pre- 
sented, the verdict would necessarily be either “guilty of involuntary 
manslaughter” or ‘not guilty.” Defendant was, therefore, entitled to 
have the specific question of his guilt of involuntary manslaughter 
submitted to the jury. 


[13] Where there is evidence of defendant’s guilt of a lesser de- 
gree of the crime charged in the indictment, the court must submit 
defendant’s guilt of the lesser included offense to the jury; if he fails 
to do so, the error is not cured by a verdict convicting defendant of 
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the offense charged. State v. Davis, 242 N.C. 476, 87 S.E. 2d 906; 
3 N. C. Index 2d Criminal Law § 115. The reason for the rule was 
stated by Stacy, C.J., in State v. DeGraffenreid, 223 N.C. 461, 468- 
64, 27 S.E. 2d 130, 182: “[T]he defendant is entitled to have the 
different views presented to the jury, under a proper charge, and an 
error in respect of the lesser offense is not cured by a verdict con- 
victing the defendant of a higher offense charged in the bill of in- 
dictment, for in such case it cannot be known whether the jury would 
have convicted of a lesser degree of the same crime if the different 
views, arising on the evidence, had been correctly presented by the 
trial court.” 


{14, 15] A defendant’s assertion of accidental killing is not an 
affirmative defense. In a prosecution for unlawful homicide, the bur- 
den is always upon the state to prove an unlawful slaying. State v. 
Griffin, 2738 N.C. 333, 159 S.E. 2d 889; State v. Phillips, 264 N.C. 
508, 142 S.E. 2d 337. If the State is unable to prove an intentional 
shooting, no presumption of malice arises, and, in order to convict 
this defendant of unlawful homicide, the State must satisfy the 
jury beyond a reasonable doubt that defendant’s culpable negligence 
proximately caused the death of his wife. Otherwise, defendant 
would be entitled to an acquittal. 


[16] Defendant’s testimony, that as he was leaving the trailer 
with clothes over his Ieft arm and a rifle and shotgun underneath 
his right arm “he throwed the guns over his left arm” to reach with 
his right for cigarettes on a table, required the court to submit the 
issue of his guilt of involuntary manslaughter to the jury. Although 
defendant does not admit in so many words that he shot his wife, 
it is implicit in his testimony that she was killed by a discharge from 
the shotgun which he was handling at the time. His contentions are: 
(1) The gun discharged accidentally, without design or culpable 
negligence on his part, and his wife’s death was an excusable homi- 
cide. (2) If he is criminally responsible for her death, it is solely 
because he was handling the gun in a culpably negligent manner at 
the time of its discharge, and the most serious crime of which he 
could be convicted is involuntary manslaughter. 


[17] One who handles a firearm in a reckless or wanton manner 
and thereby unintentionally causes the death of another is guilty of 
involuntary manslaughter. State v. Griffin, supra; State v. Brooks, 
260 N.C. 186, 1382 S.E. 2d 354. See also the authorities cited in the 
opinions in these two cases. 


For these errors in the charge there must be a new trial. We 
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therefore deem it necessary to discuss only one other (No. 52) of 
defendant’s assignments of error. 


[18] Ray Moore, on cross-examination, said that when defendant 
came by his home on the morning of 7 March he did not tell him 
that he had shot his wife. Thereafter, over defendant’s objection, 
Deputy Sheriff E. O. Davis, a witness for the State, was permitted 
to testify that on the morning of 7 March 1968, Ray had informed 
him that defendant had told Ray there had been a disturbance and 
Joanne had been shot accidentally; that Joanne had the gun, passed 
it to defendant, and said, “Shoot me”; and that “during the trans- 
action the gun went off.” (Ray returned to the stand to deny making 
the statement to Davis.) 


Davis’ testimony as to what Ray Moore told him defendant had 
said was, of course, double hearsay. Stansbury, N. C. Evidence (3d 
Ed. 1963) § 138. The State contends, however, that it was competent 
to contradict or impeach Ray. Conceding that Ray’s statement was 
inconsistent with his testimony and that it tended to impeach him, 
we nevertheless hold it incompetent. Had Ray testified that defend- 
ant had made the disputed statement to him, it would have been sub- 
stantive evidence, competent as an admission. Id. at 8 167. Ray, 
however, denied that defendant told him he had shot his wife. This 
denial did not tend to establish any material fact in the case; it 
was negative testimony which proved nothing. Yet, by Davis’ tes- 
timony, to which defendant entered a general objection, the State 
was given the benefit of hearsay evidence — material but incompe- 
tent —, which tended to show that defendant, knowing his wife had 
been shot after a “disturbance” and in “a transaction” with him, 
had fled the scene. The judge made no attempt to restrict this evi- 
dence to the impeachment of Ray. Had he done so, however, the 
character of the evidence made it highly improbable that the jury 
would have restricted it. In short, the prejudicial effect of such evi- 
dence outweighs its legitimate use and requires its exclusion. 


[19] McCormick, Law of Evidence (1954) § 36 states the rule ap- 
plicable to the situation here presented: “[I]f a party interrogates 
a witness about a fact which would be favorable to the examiner if 
true, and receives a reply which is merely negative in its effect on 
examiner’s case, the examiner may not by extrinsic evidence prove 
that the first witness had earlier stated that the fact was true as de- 
sired by the enquirer. An affirmative answer would have been ma- 
terial and subject to be impeached by an inconsistent statement, but 
a negative answer is not damaging to the examiner, but merely dis- 
appointing, and may not be thus impeached. In this situation, the 
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policy involved is not the saving of time and confusion, . . . but 
the protection of the other party against the hearsay use by the 
jury of the previous statement.” 


Miller v. Commonwealth, 241 Ky. 818, 45 S.W. 2d 461, applies 
the foregoing rule. Witness H was asked if she had not heard the 
defendant say that he was going to kill deceased. She stated that she 
had not. The prosecution was then permitted to offer the testimony 
of witness J that H told him the defendant had said he was going to 
kill deceased. In awarding the defendant a new trial, the court said: 
TA] witness who fails to testify to substantive facts cannot be con- 
tradicted by asking him if he had not stated such facts to another 
person out of court, and then proving by such person that the wit- 
ness had made the statements out of court. Such procedure trans- 
forms mere hearsay into substantive evidence.” Jd. at 821, 45 S.W. 
2d at 462. 


An analogous case is Woodroffe v. Jones, 83 Me. 21, 21 A. 177. 
The plaintiff sued for personal injuries sustained in a fall on a de- 
fective walk. On cross-examination, the plaintiff’s husband, who 
had given testimony material to her case, was asked if he had not 
previously warned the plaintiff about wearing high heels. He denied 
that he had done so. Whereupon, the defendant called a witness who, 
over objection, testified that the husband had said immediately af- 
ter the accident “ ‘that he had told his wife about wearing such 
high-heeled boots.’ ”’ Jd. at 21, 21 A. at 177. In awarding a new trial 
for the admission of this evidence, the court said: 


“The testimony admitted is incompetent to prove, either that the 
plaintiff wore high-heeled shoes, or that her husband had cautioned 
her about wearing them, because it is hearsay; and yet, although it 
does not tend to prove any material fact in the case, and may, there- 
fore, be said to be immaterial, it is of that mischievous character 
likely to be taken by the jury to prove both, and cannot be con- 
sidered harmless. . . . Nor is the testimony admissible as contra- 
dicting the denial of the witness, and thereby tending to impeach his 
credibility; for the witness testified to a negative that had no 
probative force in the case; and his testimony, sought to be con- 
tradicted, was entirely irrelevant and immaterial. . . .” Id. at 
21-22, 21 A. at 177. 


New trial. 
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COLONIAL PIPELINE COMPANY v. I. L. CLAYTON, COMMISSIONER OF 


~ 


om 


> 


9. 


REVENUE OF THE STATE OF NorRTH CAROLINA 
No. 10 


(Filed 9 April 1969) 


Taxation §8§ 9, 31— _ sales tax —— interstate transaction 


A sales tax on interstate transactions violates the commerce clause of 
the Federal Constitution and is therefore void and uncollectible. 


Taxation §§ 9, 15— _ sales tax — use tax — interstate commerce 

A sales tax is a tax on the freedom of purchase and, when applied to 
interstate transactions, it is a tax on the privilege of doing interstate 
business, creates a burden on interstate commerce and violates the com- 
merce clause of the Federal Constitution; conversely, a use tax is @ tax 
on the enjoyment of that which was purchased after a sale has spent its 
interstate character. 


Taxation §§ 9, 15, 31— use tax— interstate commerce 


A use tax does not discriminate against interstate commerce since it 
is laid upon every purchaser, within the state, of goods for consumption, 
regardless of whether they have been transported in interstate commerce, 


Taxation §§ 15, 31— use tax — constitutionality 
The constitutionality of a use tax has long been established. 


Taxation §§ 15, 31—~ purpose of use tax 
The purpose of the use tax is to impose the same burdens on out-of- 
state purchases as the sales tax impoSes on purchases within the state. 


Taxation §§ 15, 31—~- sales tax — use tax 

A sales tax is assessed on the purchase price of property and is imposed 
at the time of sale; a use tax is assessed on the storage, use or con- 
sumption of property and takes effect only after such use begins. 


Taxation §§ 15, 31— use tax ——taxable event 

Regardless of the time and place of passing title, the taxable event for 
assessment of the use tax occurs when possession of the property is 
transferred to the purchaser within the taxing state for storage, use or 
consumption. 


Taxation §§ 15, 31—~ use tax —transportation charges 

Since the taxable event for assessment of the use tax occurs after pur- 
chase and after transportation into the taxing state for storage, use or 
consumption, the state is at liberty to include transportation charges in 
the use tax base and has done so by enactment of G.S. 105-164.12. 


Taxation §§ 15, 831—- sales tax — taxable event 


The taxable event for assessrnent of the sales tax occurs at the time 
of sale and purchase within the state. G.S. 105-164.4(1). 
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10. Taxation §§ 15, 81—- sales tax -— transportation charges 
The retail price upon which the sales tax is paid by the purchaser 
necessarily takes into account the transportation charges that have been 
paid on the goods to bring them to the retail outlet in North Carolina 
where the sale takes place. 


11. Taxation §§ 15, 31— _ sales tax — use tax — transportation charges 


The net effect of including interstate transportation charges in the use 
tax base and excluding intrastate transportation charges from the sales 
tax base is to equalize the burden of the tax on property sold locally and 
property purchased out of state. 


* 


12. Taxation §§ 9, 15, 831— use tax on transportation charges — con- 
stitutionality 
Statute providing for the inclusion in the use tax base of transportation 
charges paid by a purchaser for transporting tangible personal property 
from the point of purchase outside North Carolina to a point of use 
within this State when the purchaser takes title to the purchased property 
at the point of origin outside the State does not place a discriminatory 
burden on interstate commerce and is constitutional. G.S. 105-164.12, 


13. Statutes § 5— construction of statutes 


Where the language of a statute is clear and unambiguous, its plain 
and definite meaning controls and judicial construction is not necessary ; 
if the language is ambiguous and the meaning in doubt, judicial construc- 
tion is required to ascertain the legislative intent. 


14. Taxation § 28— construction of tax statute 


Where the meaning of a tax statute is doubtful, it should be construed 
against the state and in favor of the taxpayer unless a contrary legislative 
intent appears. 


15. Taxation §§ 15, 831— use tax-—cash discounts 


Prior to July 1, 1967, the effective date of the amendment to GS. 
105-164.3(4) by 1967 Session Laws, ch. 1110, § 6, cash discounts allowed 
a purchaser for payment within a specified time were not properly in- 
cluded in the use tax base. 


16. Statutes § 5— administrative interpretation 


Where there is a conflict between the interpretation of an administra- 
tive agency and that of the courts, the latter will prevail. 


17. Taxation § 23— construction of amendment to tax statute 


In case of an isolated, independent amendment to the tax law, the pre 
sumption is fairly strong that a change in substance, not a clarification, 
was intended. 


18. Limitation of Actions § 2— applicability to sovereign 


The statute of limitations set forth in G.S. 105-241.1(e) runs against 
the sovereign since it is expressly named therein. 
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19. Taxation § 81-—— underpayment of use taxes — statute of limitations 


Where taxpayer filed timely use tax returns and remitted the amounts 
covered by the returns, G.S. 105-241.1(e) bars an action by the Commis- 
sioner of Revenue for underpayment of use taxes which accrued more 
than three years prior to the date that notice of assessment for under- 
payment of use taxes was furnished to the taxpayer. 


PLAINTIFF appealed to the Court of Appeals from judgment of 
Hobgood, J., at the September 1968 Non-Jury Civil Assigned Ses- 
sion, Superior Court of Wake County. Thereafter, plaintiff petitioned 
that the case be certified for transfer to the Supreme Court before 
determination by the Court of Appeals. We allowed the petition 
pursuant to the provisions of G.S. 7A-81. 


Plaintiff conceded at the trial, following an audit and after cer- 
tain adjustments, that no relief was due it upon its original com- 
plaint. Defendant asserted a counterclaim based on the audit, and 
the contest is now confined solely to defendant’s right to recover 
thereon. The facts, most of which have been stipulated, may be 
summarized as follows: 


1. Plaintiff is a Delaware corporation with its principal office 
in Atlanta, Georgia. It is engaged in the business of interstate trans- 
portation of petroleum products by pipeline. 


2. Defendant is the Commissioner of Revenue of the State of 
North Carolina. 


3. During October, November and December of 1962 and April 
and May of 1963, plaintiff purchased large quantities of steel pipe 
to be used in the construction of a petroleum products pipeline in 
the State of North Carolina. 


4. The purchases of steel pipe were made in states other than 
North Carolina, and, under the terms of purchase, title to said pipe 
passed to plaintiff at points of origin outside North Carolina. The 
costs of transporting said pipe into North Carolina were paid by 
plaintiff. The suppliers billed plaintiff for the full amount of the 
sales price but allowed a discount therefrom only in case plaintiff 
paid for the merchandise within a specified period of time. In many 
instances, plaintiff availed itself of this discount by paying the bills 
within the specified time. 


5. Plaintiff filed timely use tax reports for the months of Oc- 
tober 1962 through May 1963 and made timely use tax payments to 
the State of North Carolina for said months as follows: 
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Month Reported Report Date Total Tax Paid 
October 1962 11-12-62 $41,145.24 
November 1962 12-11-62 69,155.67 
December 1962 1-14-63 7,093.45 
April 1963 5-14-63 76,191.91 
May 1963 6-12-63 66,181.56 


6. On or about November 14, 1965, plaintiff applied to defend- 
ant for a refund of the following amounts of tax paid on transpor- 
tation charges during the months indicated: 


Use Tax Paid on 


Transportation 
Month Reported Date Tax Payment Due Charges 
October 1962 November 15, 1962 $ 2,355.28 
November 1962 December 15, 1962 3,695.91 
December 1962 January 15, 1963 138.61 
April 1963 May 15, 1963 3,070.62 
May 1963 June 15, 1963 3,765.89 


7. On or about April 7, 1966, the defendant, after hearing, de- 
nied said application for refund. Plaintiff thereupon instituted this 
action to recover the use tax paid on transportation charges. 


8. Defendant conducted an audit of plaintiff’s records whereby 
it was determined that plaintiff had underpaid its sales and use tax 
to the State during the period of October 1962 through May 1966. 
Plaintiff was furnished a copy of the audit and agreed that certain 
amounts were due and payable and thereupon paid the additional 
sum of $26,934.53 as sales and use tax incurred during that period. 
This left an unpaid balance on the claim of the State in the amount 
of $28,503.33, representing the State’s asserted use tax on transpor- 
tation charges and cash discounts for said period. Defendant amended 
his answer to allege a counterclaim for this amount, and plaintiff 
abandoned its original claim. 


9. On November 16, 1966, following the audit of plaintiff’s 
books, defendant sent plaintiff the following notice: 
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“Notice Or Sates and/or Usr Tax ASSESSMENT 


TAXPAYER: DatE NovEMBER 16 1966 
Periop 10 1 62/5 31 66 


CoLONIAL PIPELINE Co Fite NumpBer 901 9 101 6102 
3390 PEACHTREE Roap NE Counry ForrIGN 
ATLANTA GA 


Tyepz Or ASSESSMENT: 
As Per Aupit Copy FURNISHED TAXPAYER 
11 10 66 By Messrs F A Love D O Wriutamson & B C 


McLaMB 

Tax DvE $488,786.44 

Less Tax Prevrousty PAID $434,110.92 

BALANCE TAx DuE $ 54,675.528 
Pius PENALTY $ 5,746.16 

Pius INTEREST $ 11,223.32 

Tora, Tax, Penatty & INTEREST Dur $ 71,645.008 
LEss PAYMENT ON COMPLETION Or AupiT eee 

BALANCE DvE $ 71,645.00* 


Ce a es 


Aupit Apg To Correct Error For May 1966 


You are hereby notified that an assessment for sales/or use 
tax, plus penalty and interest is proposed to be made against 
you in the amount indicated above. 


This assessment is proposed pursuant to G.S. 105-241.1. If 
you desire a hearing before the Commissioner of Revenue on 
this assessment, the request for such hearing must be submitted 
in writing to the Director of the Sales and Use Tax Division 
within 30 days after the date on which this notice was mailed 
or, if served upon you by a representative of the Commissioner 
of Revenue, within 30 days after the date of such personal 
service. The application for hearing Must Bs Maps In Warit- 
ING and must set forth in detail the bases for your objections 
to the assessment. Unless such application for hearing is filed 
within the time stated, this proposed assessment shall become 
final and conclusive.” 


The audit on which this notice of assessment was based was amended 
January 9, 1967, to indicate that the balance due for said period 
was $63,014.32, and a copy of the amended audit was furnished 
plaintiff on that date. Defendant waived the penalties previously 
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asserted and plaintiff paid the adjusted assessment except the por- 
tion based on transportation charges and cash discounts. 


10. Defendant asserts in his counterclaim that $21,609.69 is due 
as use tax on transportation charges and $6,893.64 is due as use tax 
on cash discounts, a total of $28,508.33. These sums constitute the 
full net amount now at issue in this case exclusive of interest. The 
total figure is not in dispute, but plaintiff contends the entire amount 
is illegal and uncollectible. 


11. Plaintiff and defendant have stipulated that if the transpor- 
tation charges and cash discounts are properly includable in the 
North Carolina use tax base, then plaintiff has underpaid its use 
tax liability to the State for the period October 1, 1962, through May 
31, 1966, by the sum of $28,503.33; in which case, defendant is en- 
titled to recover that amount plus interest as provided by law, sub- 
ject only to such adjustments, if any, as may be required by any 
applicable statute of limitations. If such transportation charges and 
cash discounts are not properly includable in the North Carolina 
use tax base, then plaintiff has paid in full its use tax liability to the 
State for the period in question and defendant is not entitled to 
recover anything in this action. 


Plaintiff contends (1) that imposition of the use tax on transpor- 
tation charges places an unequal burden on interstate commerce and 
contravenes both the State and Federal Constitutions; (2) that im- 
position of the use tax on cash discounts is not authorized by GS. 
105-164.38(4); and (3) that more than three years elapsed after the 
date upon which a tax return was required by law to be filed and 
before an assessment was made and therefore that portion of the 
claim based on transactions prior to November 16, 1963, is barred 
by the three-year statute of limitations. 


Jury trial was waived by both parties. The trial court heard oral 
testimony in addition to the stipulations, found facts and made con- 
clusions of law. Judgment was thereupon entered decreeing that 
plaintiff’s action be dismissed and that defendant Commissioner of 
Revenue have and recover of plaintiff the sum of $28,503.33 with 
interest thereon as provided by law and court costs. From this judg- 
ment plaintiff appealed. 


Jordan, Morris and Hoke by John R. Jordan, Jr.; Jack Vickery 
and Howard D. McCloud (Atlanta, Georgia), Attorneys for plain- 
tuff appellant. 

Robert Morgan, Attorney General, and Myron C. Banks, Assist- 
ant Attorney General, for the defendant appellee. 
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Huskins, J. 


The determinative questions involved in this action are pri- 
marily questions of law and may be stated as follows: 


1. Are transportation charges paid by a purchaser for trans- 
porting tangible personal property from the point of purchase out- 
side North Carolina to a point of use within this State properly in- 
cludable in the North Carolina use tax base when the purchaser 
takes title to the purchased property at the point of origin outside 
the State, causes said property to be transported into the State and 
stores, uses or consumes said property so as to become liable for 
North Carolina use tax? 


2. Are cash discounts properly includable in the North Carolina 
use tax base when the seller bills the purchaser for the full amount 
of the sales price but allows a cash discount when goods are paid 
for within a specified period of time, and the purchaser takes the 
discount by paying for the goods within the time specified and uses, 
stores, or consumes the property in this State so as to become liable 
for the North Carolina use tax? 


3. Is any portion of defendant’s counterclaim barred by any 
applicable statute of limitations? 


The statute which imposes a sales and use tax on transportation 
charges reads as follows: ‘Freight delivery, or other like transpor- 
tation charges connected with the sale of tangible personal property 
are subject to the sales and use tax if title to the tangible personal 
property being transported passes to the purchaser at the destination 
point. Where title to the tangible personal property being trans- 
ported passes to the purchaser at the point of origin, the freight or 
other transportation charges are not subject to the sales tax. For the 
purposes of this section it is immaterial whether the retailer or pur- 
chaser actually pays for any charges made for transportation, 
whether the charges were actually paid by one for the other, or 
whether a credit or allowance is made or given for such charges, 
Nothing in this section shall operate to exclude from the use tax any 
freight delivery or other like transportation charges. Such charges 
shall be included as a portion cf the cost price and subject to the 
use tax.” (Emphasis ours.) G.S. 105-164.12. 


[1, 2] The commerce clause of the Federal Constitution provides 
that “[t]he Congress shall have Power ... [t]o regulate Com- 
merce with foreign Nations, and among the several States, and with 
the Indian Tribes.” U. 8. Const., Art. I, § 8. A sales tax on interstate 
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transactions violates the commerce clause and is therefore void and 
uncollectible. Western Live Stock v. Bureau of Revenue, 303 US. 
250, 82 L. Ed. 823, 58 8. Ct. 546, 115 A.L.R. 944; Mf{cLeod v. Dil- 
worth Co., 322 U.S. 327, 88 L. Ed. 1804, 64 S. Ct. 1023. “While a 
sales tax and a use tax in many instances may bring about the same 
result, they are different in conception. They are assessments upon 
different transactions and are bottomed on distinguishable taxable 
events. . . . A sales tax is a tax on the freedom of purchase and, 
when applied to interstate transactions, it is a tax on the privilege 
of doing interstate business, creates a burden on interstate commerce 
and runs counter to the commerce clause of the Federal Constitution. 
. . . Conversely, a use tax 1s a tax on the enjoyment of that which 
was purchased after a sale has spent its interstate character.” John- 
ston v. Gill, Comr. of Revenue, 224 N.C. 688, 648, 32 S.E. 2d 30, 33. 


[3] <A use tax “does not aim at or discriminate against interstate 
commerce. It is laid upon every purchaser, within the state, of 
goods for consumption, regardless of whether they have been trans- 
ported in interstate commerce. Its only relation to the commerce 
arises from the fact that immediately preceding transfer of posses- 
sion to the purchaser within the state, which is the taxable event re- 
gardless of the time and place of passing title, the merchandise has 
been transported in interstate commerce and brought to its journey’s 
end.” McGoldrick v. Berwind-White Co., 309 U.S. 33, 49, 84 L. Ed. 
565, 60 S. Ct. 388. 


[4] In Henneford v. Silas Mason Co., 300 U.S. 577, 81 L. Ed. 814, 
57 S. Ct. 524, a Washington statute subjected every retail sale of 
tangible personal property made in that state to a 2% sales tax. It 
also imposed a compensating tax on the privilege of using within 
the state any article of tangible personal property purchased at re- 
tail, at the rate of 2% of the purchase price, including in such price 
the cost of transportation from the place where the article was pur- 
chased. But the use tax did not apply to the use of any article 
which had already been subjected by the laws of Washington or 
any other state to a sales or use tax equal to or in excess of 2%. If 
the article had already been taxed at less than 2%, the Washington 
use tax rate was measured by the difference. This statute was at- 
tacked on the ground that it taxed the operations of interstate com- 
merce and discriminated against such commerce unlawfully. Held: 
“The tax is not upon the operations of interstate commerce, but 
upon the privilege of use after commerce is at an end. Things ac- 
quired or transported in interstate commerce may be subjected to 
property tax, non-discriminatory in its operation, when they have 
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become part of the common mass of property within the state of 


destination. . . . For like reasons they may be subjected, when 
once they are at rest, to a non-discriminatory tax upon use or en- 
joyment. . . . The privilege of use is only one attribute, among 
many, of the bundle of privileges that make up property or owner- 
ship. . . . A state is at lberty, if it pleases, to tax them all 
collectively, or to separate the faggots and lay the charge distrib- 
utively. . . . A tax upon the privilege of use or storage when the 


chattel used or stored has ceased to be in transit 1s now an impost 
so common that its validity has been withdrawn from the arena of 
debate.” Accord, Nelson v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 312 U.S. 359, 83 
L. Ed. 888, 61 8. Ct. 586, 182 A.L.R. 475. See also Annot.: 129 
A.L.R. 222. Thus, the constituticnality of a use tax has long been 
determined. 


Here, however, plaintiff complains that transportation charges 
are not included in the sales tax base when a sales tax is imposed on 
in-state sales with title passing at point of origin, while transporta- 
tion charges are included in the use tax base when a use tax Is 
imposed on the use, storage or consumption in this state of property 
purchased out of state with title passing at point of origin. Plain- 
tiff contends this results in an uneonstitutional discrimination 
against interstate commerce. We now examine the validity of this 
contention. 


[5] Loss of business by local merchants because residents in the 
taxing state went outside to make tax-free purchases caused many 
states, including North Carolina, to resort to the use tax. 47 Am. 
Jur., Sales and Use Taxes, § 42. The legislative history of our sales 
and use tax discloses that when our sales tax was imposed in 1933, 
it tended to encourage residents to make out-of-state purchases to 
escape payment of the tax. As a result, the legislature enacted the 
use tax in 1937 intending by it to impose the same burdens on out- 
of-state purchases as the sales tax imposes on purchases within the 
state. Robinson & Hale, Inc. v. Shaw, Comr. of Revenue, 242 N.C. 
486, 87 S.E. 2d 909; Johnston v. Gill, supra. 


[6-8] <A sales tax is assessed on the purchase price of property and 
is imposed at the time of sale. A use tax is assessed on the storage, 
use or consumption of property and takes effect only after such use 
begins. Hosiery Mills v. Clayton, Comr. of Revenue, 268 N.C. 673, 
151 S.E. 2d 574. Regardless of the time and place of passing title, 
the taxable event for assessment of the use tax occurs when posses- 
sion of the property is transferred to the purchaser within the tax- 
ing state for storage, use or consumption. McGoldrick v. Berwind- 
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White Co., supra. The property has then come to rest, forms a part 
of the common mass of property within the taxing state, and the 
taxable moment is at hand. Watson Industries v. Shaw, Comr. of 
Revenue, 235 N.C. 208, 69 S.E. 2d 505; Southern Pacific Co. v. Gal- 
lagher, 306 U.S. 167, 88 L. Ed. 586, 59 S. Ct. 389. Thus, the taxable 
event for assessment of the use tax occurs after purchase and after 
transportation of the property into the taxing state for storage, use 
or consumption. Hence, the state is at liberty, if it pleases, to include 
transportation charges in the use tax base and has done so by en- 
actment of G.S. 105-164.12. Such inclusion was approved in prin- 
ciple in Henneford v. Silas Mason Co., supra. 


[9-11] On the other hand, the taxable event for assessment of the 
sales tax occurs at the time of sale and purchase within the state. 
G.S. 105-164.4(1). No transportation charges have been incurred 
by the purchaser at that moment. The retail price upon which the 
sales tax is paid by the purchaser necessarily takes into account the 
transportation charges that have been paid on the goods to bring 
them to the retail outlet in North Carolina where the sale takes 
place. Gee Coal Co. v. Dept. of Finance, 361 Ill. 293, 197 N.E. 871, 
102 A.L.R. 766; State v. Menefee Motor Co., 18 La. App. 694, 139 
So. 61; Annot.: 102 A.L.R. 768. Thus, the net effect of including in- 
terstate transportation charges in the use tax base and excluding 
intrastate transportation charges in the sales tax base is to equalize 
the burden of the tax on property sold locally and property pur- 
chased out of state. “When the account is made up, the stranger 
from afar is subject to no greater burdens as a consequence of own- 
ership than the dweller within the gates. The one pays upon one ac- 
tivity or incident, and the other upon another, but the sum is the 
same when the reckoning is closed.” Henneford v. Silas Mason Co., 
supra at 584. 


Halliburton Oil Well Cementing Co. v. Reily, 373 US. 64, 10 
L. Ed. 2d 202, 83 8. Ct. 1201, relied on by plaintiff, is distinguishable 
on the facts. There, Halliburton manufactured certain oil well equip- 
ment at its place of business in Oklahoma and assigned the equip- 
ment to field camps in Louisiana for use. In its Louisiana tax re- 
turns, Halliburton paid use taxes upon the value of the raw ma- 
terials and semi-finished and finished articles used in manufactur- 
ing the equipment units. The value of labor and shop overhead at- 
tributable to assembling the units was not included. It was admitted 
by stipulation of the parties that there would have been no Louisiana 
sales tax or use tax due upon the labor and shop overhead had the 
units been assembled in Louisiana rather than in Oklahoma. Never- 
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theless, the Louisiana Collector cf Revenue assessed a deficiency of 
$36,238.43 in taxes, including interest, on the labor and shop over- 
head costs of assembling the units. The court held that “Je]qual 
treatment for in-state and out-of-state taxpayers similarly situated 
is the condition precedent for a valid use tax on goods imported from 
out of state. . . . The inequality of the Louisiana tax burden be- 
tween in-state and out-of-state raanufacturer-users 1s admitted. Al- 
though the rate is the same, the appellant’s tax base is increased 
through the inelusion of its product’s labor and shop overhead.” The 
use tax was thereupon held inva.id as discriminating against inter- 
state commerce. 


[12] The facts in Halliburton are not analogous to the facts in 
this case. Here, transportation charges are necessarily a part of the 
price a retailer pays for his goods. In turn, such charges become a 
part of the retail price upon which a sales tax is imposed. In such 
fashion transportation charges are part of the sales tax base. Equal- 
ity is attained with respect to the use tax when transportation 
eharges on out-of-state purchases are included as a part of the use 
tax base. The Constitution permits a state to distribute its tax re- 
quirements as it sees fit if the result, “taken in its totality 1s withm 
the state’s constitutional power.” Gregg Dyeing Co. v. Query, 286 
U.S. 472, 480, 76 L. Ed. 1232, 52 8. Ct. 631, 84 A.L.R. 831. Plain- 
tiff has failed to show any substantial discrimination in fact. G.S. 
105-164.12 is constitutionally sound and places no discriminatory 
burden on interstate commerce. We hold that the transportation 
charges here in question were properly included in the use tax base. 


[15] This brings us to the second issue raised by plaintiff. Are 
cash discounts properly includable in the North Carolina use tax 
base when the seller bills the puzchaser for the full amount of the 
sales price but allows a cash discount for payment within a speci- 
fied period to time? G.S. 105-164.6(1), under which defendant seeks 
to tax cash discounts, imposes a use tax at the rate of 3% of the 
cost price of each item; and cost price is defined by G.S. 105-164.3 (4) 
as “the actual cost of articles of tangible personal property without 
any deductions therefrom on aceount of the cost of materials used, 
labor or service costs, transportation charges or any expenses what- 
soever.” This statutory definition of cost price omits “cash dis- 
counts” from the factors not to be deducted in arriving at the cost 
price. The General Assembly rewrote the statute, effective July 1, 
1967, and inserted “cash discounts” as one of the nondeductible items. 
Sess. Laws, ch. 1110, § 6 (1967). G.S. 105-164.3(4) now provides 
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that “ ‘cost price’ means the actual cost of articles of tangible per- 
sonal property without any deductions therefrom on account of the 
cost of materials used, cash discounts, labor or service costs, trans- 
portation charges or any expenses whatsoever.” (Emphasis ours.) 
Plaintiff concedes that from and after the effective date of this 
amendment, cost price must be determined without deduction for 
cash discounts but contends that prior to July 1, 1967, the language 
of the statute required the use tax to be based upon the actual 
cost, as distinguished from the sale price, of articles used by plaintiff. 
We now examine the validity of this contention. 


We are not concerned with whether the particular transaction 
in question constituted a “discount” as in cases involving trading 
stamps, trade-in allowances, trade discounts, and the like. Here, a 
cash discount was admittedly allowed in consideration of payment 
within a prescribed time. The question, then, is whether such cash 
discount should be deducted from the full amount of the sales price 
and excluded from the base on which the use tax is calculated. The 
answer IS ycs. 


[13] In construing and interpreting the language of a statute we 
must be guided by the primary rule of construction that the intent 
of the legislature controls. 50 Am. Jur., Statutes, § 223; Watson In- 
dustries v. Shaw, Comr. of Revenue, 235 N.C. 208, 69 S.E. 2d 505. 
Where the language of a statute is clear and unambiguous judicial 
construction is not necessary. Its plain and definite meaning con- 
trols. Davis v. Granite Corp., 259 N.C. 672, 131 S.E. 2d 335. But uf 
the language is ambiguous and the meaning in doubt, judicial con- 
struction is required to ascertain the legislative intent. State v. 
Humphries, 210 N.C. 406, 186 S.E. 473; Young v. Whitehall Co., 
229 N.C. 360, 49 S.E. 2d 797; Underwood v. Howland, Camr. of 
Motor Vehicles, 274 N.C. 473, 164 S.E. 2d 2. 


[14] Where the meaning of a tax statute is doubtful, it should be 
construed against the state and in favor of the taxpayer unless a 
contrary legislative intent appears. 51 Am. Jur., Taxation § 316; 
State v. Campbell, 223 N.C. 828, 28 S.E. 2d 499; Sabine v. Gill, 
Comr. of Revenue, 229 N.C, 599, 51 S.E. 2d 1; Henderson v. Guill, 
Comr. of Revenue, 229 N.C. 313, 49 S.E. 2d 754. “In the interpre- 
tation of statutes levying taxes it is the established rule not to ex- 
tend their provisions, by implication, beyond the clear import of 
the language used, or to enlarge their operations so as to embrace 
matters not specifically pointed out. In case of doubt they are con- 
strued most strongly against the Government, and in favor of the 
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citizen.” Gould v. Gould, 245 U.S. 151, 158, 62 L. Ed. 211, 38 S. Ct. 
53. 


[15-17] Considered in light of these rules, we hold that when GS. 
105-164.6(1) and G.S. 105-164.3(4) are read aright they mean that 
a use tax at the rate of 3% of the actual cost, as distinguished from 
the initial sales price, shall be assessed with no deductions allowed 
for cost of materials used, labor or service costs, transportation 
charges or any other expenses. This seems to be the meaning, pur- 
pose and intent of these statutes. Cash discounts are not a part of 
the statutory tax base. To say, then, that the actual cost of an 
article includes the sum embraced in a cash discount which is neither 
paid by the purchaser nor received by the seller is to interpolate 
rather than interpret. Such interpretation would extend these stat- 
utes beyond the clear import of their language and resolve a doubt- 
ful meaning, if such it be, against the taxpayer. This is contrary to 
law. We are not unmindful of an administrative interpretation per- 
mitting the use tax to be applied to cash discounts. Such interpre- 
tations often provide significant aid to statutory construction and 
may be considered by the courts. Even so, they are not controlling. 
Rubber Co. v. Shaw, Comr. of Revenue, 244 N.C. 170, 92 S.E. 2d 
799; Bottling Co. v. Shaw, Comr. of Revenue, 232 N.C. 307, 59 S.E. 
2d 819; Valentine v. Gill, Comr. of Revenue, 223 N.C. 396, 27 S.E. 
2d 2. And where there is conflict between the interpretation of an 
administrative agency and that of the courts, the latter will prevail. 
Campbell v. Currie, Comr. of Revenue, 251 N.C. 329, 111 S.E. 2d 
319. The fact that the legislature amended the definition of ‘cost 
price” in 1967 to list cash discounts among the items not to be de- 
ducted when calculating actual cost is, nothing else appearing, a 
strong indication that the General Assembly considered such dis- 
eounts deductible prior to the amendment. In case of an isolated, 
independent amendment to the tax law, as here, the presumption 
that a change in substance — not a clarification— was intended is 
fairly strong. Oklahoma Tax Commission v. Stanolind Pipe Line Co., 
113 F. 2d 853 (10th Cir. 1940). 


In Standard Oil Co. v. State, 283 Mich. 85, 276 N.W. 908 (1937), 
sales taxes were assessed by the state on the basis of the gross 
amount of plaintiff’s sales, including the amounts which plaintiff 
had given in cash discounts. Plaintiff sued for recovery of taxes 
which it had paid on cash discounts under such an assessment. The 
Michigan tax law, like ours, contained no specific provision concern- 
ing cash discounts. The Court said: “. . . [I]n the case of a cash 
discount, the seller gives the buyer an option to pay either one of 
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two prices, viz.: The price less discount if paid within a specified 
time or the price without discount if not paid within such time. 
. . . In our opinion a cash discount, if taken by the customer, is 
no part of the ‘gross proceeds’ of a retail sale. . . .” A fortiori, 
a cash discount is no part of the actual cost to the purchaser. 


In Napier v. John V. Farwell Co., 60 Colo. 319, 153 Pac. 694, 
the court defined discount as “an abatement from the face of the 
account, and the remainder is the actual purchase price of the goods 
charged in the account. A purchaser entitled to discounts never owes 
the face of the bills. . . . His debt is the net of the bills after the 
agreed discount has been deducted. .. .” This is in accord with 
our view. We hold that cash discounts should be excluded from the 
base on which the use tax is calculated. Decisions to the contrary 
are not persuasive. See Frank J. Klein & Sons, Inc. v. Comptroller 
of Treasury, 2338 Md. 490, 197 A. 2d 243. 


[19] Is any portion of defendant’s counterclaim barred by lapse 
of time? Plaintiff applied under G.S. 105-266.1(a) for a refund of 
use taxes paid on transportation charges. Defendant conducted a 
hearing on the application and denied the refund. In leu of peti- 
tioning for administrative review by the Tax Review Board under 
G.S. 105-241.2, plaintiff then elected to bring this action for recovery 
of the alleged overpayment, as was its right, under G.S. 105-266.1(c). 
Plaintiff now concedes it is not entitled to any refund so this aspect 
of the case is moot. Hence, statutes governing suits to recover an 
overpayment of taxes, G.S. 105-266.1 and GS. 105-267, are no 
longer pertinent. We are now concerned with alleged underpayment 
of taxes and with the statutes relating thereto. 


{18] Defendant, Commissioner of Revenue, now brings suit, i.e., 
his counterclaim, for additional use taxes. His first audit of plain- 
tiff’s books was completed about November 10, 1966, and indicated 
plaintiff owed a balance of $71,645.00 tax, penalty and interest for 
the period October 1962 through Mav 1966. A notice of assessment 
for this amount was furnished plaintiff under date of November 16, 
1966. Further audit amendments and adjustments and additional 
payments by plaintiff eliminated all sums in controversy save that 
portion of the assessment based on a 38% tax on transportation 
charges and cash discounts which plaintiff refused to pay. Defend- 
ant amended his answer to allege a counterclaim for recovery of 
that part of the assessment. The counterclaim is obviously the un- 
paid portion of the assessment which was levied under G.S. 105- 
241.1. That statute therefore applies to this recovery. Subsection (e) 
thereof provides, in pertinent part, that “[wlhere . . . a return 
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has been filed and in the absence of fraud, the Commissioner of 
Revenue shall assess any tax or additional tax due from a taxpayer 
within three (3) years after the date upon which such .. . return 
is filed or within three (8) years after the date upon which such 
return was required by law to be filed, whichever is the later.” 
This statute of limitations runs against the sovereign since it is 
expressly named therein. Wilmington v. Cronly, 122 N.C. 388, 30 
S.E. 9; Charlotte v. Kavanaugh, 221 N.C. 259, 20 S.E. 2d 97; Ferti- 
lizer Co. v. Gill, Comr. of Revenue, 225 N.C. 426, 35 S.E. 2d 275. 


[19] Plaintiff was required to file a return on or before the 15th 
day of the month next succeeding the month in which the tax ac- 
crued and remit the amount of tax due for the month covered by 
the return. G.S. 105-164.16 and G.S. 105-164.17. This was done. It 
thus appears, and we hold, that the Commissioner of Revenue can 
make no assessment in this case which extends to use taxes incurred 
more than three years prior to November 16, 1966. All use taxes ac- 
cruing prior to November 16, 1963, are barred by G.S. 105-241.1(e). 
Taxes which cannot be legally assessed cannot be legally recovered. 


In view of the conclusions reached, a discussion of the remain- 
ing questions raised becomes unnecessary. 


The case is remanded to the superior court for entry of judgment 
consistent with this opinion. 


Error and remanded. 


te te 


MRS. ESTER BYERS, Wipow anpd ADMINISTRATRIX OF THE ESTATE OF 
WEAVER BYERS, DEcEasen EMPLOYEE v. NORTH CAROLINA STATE 
HIGHWAY COMMISSION, EMFLOYER Sewr-InsurER, STANDARD CON- 
CRETE PRODUCTS COMPANY, Tuimp Party Tort-FEAsor 


No. 12 
(Filed 9 April 1969) 


1. Master and Servant § 89— workmen’s compensation — distribution 
of recovery against third party tortfeasor 
Where an employee subject to the Workmen’s Compensation Act is in- 
jured or killed as a result of the negligence of a third party, recovery 
for injury or death in a tort action against the third party must be dis- 
tributed by the Industrial Commission according to the order of priority 
set out in G.S. 97-10.2(f) (1). 


2. Master and Servant § 96— appeal of Industrial Commission de- 
cision —- scope of review 


In appeals from the Industrial Commission, the superior court sits as 


230 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


BYeErs v. Hienway ComoM. 





a court of appeals and as such may determine upon proper exceptions 
that the facts found by the Industrial Commission were or were not sup- 
ported by competent evidence; that the findings so supported do or do 
not sustain the legal conclusions and the award of the Industrial Com- 
mission. 


8. Master and Servant § 96— appeal of Commission decision — scope 
of review 
In ease the findings of the Industrial Commission are insufficient upon 
which to determine the rights of the parties, the court may remand the 
proceeding to the Commission for additional findings; in no event may 
the court make findings of its own. 


4. Master and Servant § 89— _ distribution of wrongful death recovery 
— appeal — jurisdiction of superior court 
On appeal to the superior court from an order of the Industrial Com- 
mission directing that the entire amount recovered in a wrongful death 
action brought by the administratrix of the estate of the deceased em- 
ployee be paid to the employer in satisfaction of its subrogated rights 
under G.S. 97-10.2(f) (1) (ec), the superior court is without authority to 
make independent findings of fact and, based thereon, to order distribu- 
tion to the administratrix rather than to the subrogee. 


5. Master and Servant § 89—— distribution of wrongful death recovery 

Recovery in a wrongful death action is not exempt from disbursement 

by the Industrial Commission under G.S, 97-10.2(f)(1)(c) where the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act is applicable to the deceased employee. 


6. Master and Servant § 89— wrongful death recovery by administra- 
trix — employer's right to subrogation — failure to participate in re- 
covery 

Employer, by its failure to participate in the trial and appeal of a 
wrongful death action brought by the administratrix of the estate of the 
deceased employee, did not forfeit its subrogation right to be reimbursed 
out of the recovery from the third party whose negligence caused the 
death, since, the suit having been brought within one year from the em- 
ployee’s death, his personal representative had exclusive control of the 
proceedings against the negligent third party. 


On certiorari to the North Carolina Court of Appeals to review 
its decision filed in this case on December 11, 1968 and reported in 
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Robert Morgan, Attorney. General; Harnson Lewis, Deputy At- 
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The facts controlling decision in this case are not in dispute. On 
and prior to May 25, 1965, Weaver Byers was a regular employee 
of the North Carolina State Highway Commission. Both employer 
and employee were subject to, and their employment relations were 
governed by, the North Carolina Workmen’s Compensation Act. 
The employer was a self-insurer. 


On May 25, 1965, Weaver Byers was injured when the highway 
bridge on which he was at work collapsed. He died the following 
day as a result of his injuries. The Highway Commission admitted 
liability under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. Under orders of 
the North Carolina Industrial Commission, the employer paid hos- 
pital and burial expenses, and is continuing to pay $37.50 per week 
to the employee’s dependents. The Highway Commission’s outlay on 
account of Byers’ death will exceed $12,000. 


Within one year after the death of Weaver Byers, his widow, 
administratrix of his estate, instituted in the Superior Court of 
Wilkes County a wrongful death action against Standard Concrete 
Products Company, alleging her intestate’s death was proximately 
caused by the actionable negligence of the defendant as a respons- 
ible third party and that by reason thereof the estate had been 
damaged in the sum of $50,000. Specifically, she alleged the bridge 
on which her husband was at work collapsed when the agent of the 
defendant attempted to drive a truck load of concretc, total weight 
40,000 lbs., over the bridge which he knew was designed to carry a 
load not in excess of 20,000 Ibs. 


The wrongful death action came on for trial at the May-June, 
1966 Civil Session, Wilkes Superior Court. At the conclusion of the 
plaintiff’s evidence, the court sustained the defendant’s motion for 
compulsory nonsuit. From the judgment dismissing the action, the 
plaintiff appealed. This Court reversed the judgment and remanded 
the cause to the Superior Court for trial. 268 N.C. 518. Although 
notified of the trial in the wrongful death action and the appeal 
from judgment of nonsuit, nevertheless, the Highway Commission 
failed to participate or to render assistance in prosecuting the ap- 
peal. 

After this Court remanded the cause, the parties signed a con- 
sent judugment and the defendant, according to the agreement, paid 
into court the sum of $7,500 in full settlement of all hability to the 
estate. In consideration of the settlement, the Highway Commission 
executed to Standard Concrete Products Company a release from 
all lability. 
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Mrs. Byers, administratrix, filed a petition before the Industrial 
Commission requesting an order: (1) approving the settlement; and 
(2) adjudging the net recovery belonged to her as personal repre- 
sentative; or in the alternative, a finding the Highway Commission, 
by failing to assist In prosecuting the appeal from the nonsuit judg- 
ment, had abandoned its right to claim any of the proceeds arising 
from the settlement. 


The Chairman of the Industrial Commission, and on further re- 
view the full Commission, ordered that the amount of recovery, less 
cost and attorney’s fee, be paid to the Highway Commission as sub- 
rogee. On appeal from the Industrial Commission’s order, Judge 
Gambill, in the Superior Court, purported to make extensive find- 
ings of fact, and based thereon, reversed the judgment of the In- 
dustrial Commission and directed that the remaining funds, after 
payment of cost and attorney’s fee, be paid to the administratrix 
“for distribution among the heirs at law of the deceased’. The 
Highway Commission, as subrogee, appealed to the North Carolina 
Court of Appeals which reversed the judgment of the Superior 
Court and remanded the cause for distribution according to the 
award of the Industrial Commission. 


[1] The order of the Industrial Commission and the decision of 
the Court of Appeals are clearly correct. They followed precisely 
the requirements of GS. 97-10.2(f) (1) (a) (b)(c). The Superior 
Court fell into error in two particulars. First, the court failed to 
realize that in case an employee subject to the Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Act is injured or killed as a result of the negligence of a third 
party, recovery for the injury or death “shall be distributed by 
order of the Industrial Commission for the following purposes and 
in the following order of priority:” (a) payment of court costs; (b) 
payment of the attorney’s fee; (c) reimbursement of the employer 
for all benefits by way of compensation or medical treatment ex- 
penses paid or to be paid by the employer under award of the In- 
dustrial Commission; (d) payment of any remaining amount to the 
employee or his personal representative. Since the passage of the 
Compensation Act, this Court has held recovery from a responsible 
third party must be distributed by the Industrial Commission ac- 
cording to the order of priority set out in the Act. “The distribution 
of any recovery (in a tort action against a third party) is a matter 
for the Industrial Commission under G.S. 97-10.2(f).” Spivey v. 
Wilcox Co., 264 N.C. 387, 141 $.E. 2d 808; Cox v. Transportation 
Co., 259 N.C. 38, 129 S.E. 2d 589. 


[2-4] Second, the Superior Court undertook to make independent 
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findings of fact; and based thereon, attempted to reverse the award 
of the Industrial Commission, and to order distribution to the per- 
sonal representative rather than to the subrogee. The Superior Court, 
as a court of appeals in these matters, exceeded its power. 


It has been considered settled law in this State that in appeals 
from the Industrial Commission, the Superior Court sits as a court 
of appeals. As such it may determine upon proper exceptions that 
the facts found by the Industria. Commission were, or were not sup- 
ported by competent evidence; that the findings so supported do, or 
do not sustain the legal conclusions and the award of the Industrial 
Commission. Anderson v. Construction Co., 265 N.C. 481, 144 S.E. 
2d 272; Thomason v. Cab Co., 285 N.C. 602, 70 S.E. 2d 706; Reed 
v. Lavendar, 206 N.C. 898, 172 '3.E. 877. In case the findings are in- 
sufficient upon which to deterraine the rights of the parties, the 
court may remand the proceeding to the Industrial Commission for 
additional findings. Brice v. Salvage Co., 249 N.C. 74, 105 S.E. 2d 
439; Thomason v. Cab Co., supra. In no event may the court make 
findings of its own. Brice v. Salvage Co., supra; Ussery v. Cotton 
Mills, 201 N.C. 688, 161 S.E. 307. “ ‘In passing upon an appeal from 
an award of the Industrial Commission, the reviewing court is lim- 
ited in its inquiry to two questions of law, namely: (1) whether 

. there was any competent evidence before the Commission to 
support its findings of fact; and (2) whether .. . the findings 
of fact of the Commission justify its legal conclusions and decisions.’ ” 
Mason v. Highway Commission, 2738 N.C. 36, 159 S.E. 2d 574; 
Bailey v. Department of Mental Health, 272 N.C. 680, 159 S.E. 2d 
28; Henry v. Leather Co., 231 N.C. 477, 57 S.E. 2d 760. Obviously 
the Superior Court, on appeal, could neither find facts nor adjudi- 
cate matters within the jurisdiction of the Industrial Commission. 
Butts v. Montague Bros., 208 N.C. 186, 179 S.E. 799. 


{5, 6] We do not find authority either in the statutes or in our 
ease law for holding recovery in a wrongful death action is exempt 
from disbursement by the Industrial Commission if the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act is applicable to the injured employee. Likewise, 
we find nothing in the record which will support the contention the 
Highway Commission as subrogee has waived its right to be reim- 
bursed out of the recovery from the third party whose negligence 
caused the injury. By failing to participate in the appeal, the High- 
way Commission did not forfeit its right of subrogation. Suit hav- 
ing been brought within one year from his death, the personal rep- 
resentative of the deceased employee had the exclusive control of 
the trial procedure against the negligent third party. This right of 
control is recognized in the Workmen’s Compensation Act in wrong- 
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ful death cases. The third party whose negligence caused the death 
may be held responsible for the total pecuniary loss to the estate. 
The net recovery from the responsible third party (except that which 
must be returned to the subrogee for its outlay) goes to the personal 
representative under G.S. 97-10.2(f) (1) (d). The compromise settle- 
ment in this case was insufficient to reimburse the Highway Com- 
mission for its outlay. Nothing remained to be distributed to the 
personal representative. The Highway Commission did not waive 
its right to the fund as subrogee by permitting the personal repre- 
sentative to exercise exclusive control of the trial in the wrongful 
death action. Failure to act is not a waiver unless someone has 
been misled to his prejudice. Hawkins v. Finance Co., 288 N.C. 174, 
77 S.E. 2d 669; McNeely v. Walters, 211 N.C. 112, 189 S.E. 114. 


The decision of the North Carolina Court of Appeals is 
Affirmed. 





NANNIE D. VINSON v. MINNIE V. CHAPPELL, ADMINISTRATRIX C.T.A. OF 
JOHN A. VINSON, DecEsasep; MINNIE V. CHAPPELL, INpIvmvUALLy; 
LIZZIE SASSER, MERL C, McCLENNY, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ESTATE 
or DAVID J. VINSON, DecraseD; SALLIE H. VINSON, Winow; MAR-~ 
GARET V. McCLENNY anp FRANCES V. BRYANT 


No. 18 
(Filed 9 April 1969) 


1. Wills § 61— right of surviving spouse to dissent from a _ will 


Where testator leaves surviving him a wife and children, the wife has 
a right to dissent from testator’s will if the aggregate value of the pro- 
visions under his will for her benefit, when added to the value of the 
property or interests in property passing in any manner outside the will 
to her as a result of his death, was less than her intestate share. G.S. 30-1. 


2. Wills § 61— applicability of G.S. 30-3(b) 

G.S. 80-8(b) applies to limit the share of a surviving spouse to one- 
half the intestate share only when (1) a married person dies testate sur- 
vived by his spouse, (2) the surviving spouse, being entitled under G.S. 
80-1 to do so, dissents, (8) the surviving spouse is a “second or successive 
spouse,” (4) no lineal descendants by the second or successive marriage 
survive the testator, and (5) the testator is survived by lineal descendants 
by his former marriage. 


8. Wills §§ 30, 61— presumptions — right to dissent from will 
In making a will a husband or wife is presumed to have knowledge of 
and to have taken into consideration the statutory right of his spouse to 
dissent from the will. 
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4. 


5. 


6. 


7. 


8. 


9. 


10. 


11. 


Wills § 61— purpose of G.S. 80-3 (b) 

The intent of the Legislature in enacting G.S. 30-3(b) was to enable a 
person who has a child or lineal descendant by a former marriage to make 
greater provision for such child or lineal descendant. 


Descent and Distribution § 1-—- right to take property by descent 

The right to take property by descent is a mere privilege or creature 
of the law and is not a natural or inherent right, participation in the 
estate of a deceased person being by grace of the sovereign political 
power, which alone has any natural or inherent right to succeed to such 
property. 


Descent and Distribution § 1—- determination of heirs and distrib- 
utees — applicable law 

An estate must be distributed among heirs and distributees according 
to the law as it exists at the time of the death of the ancestor. 


Descent and Distribution § 1-- power of Legislature to determine 
who shall take by descent 


The Legislature has the power to determine who shall take the prop- 
erty of a person dying subsequent to the effective date of a legislative act. 


Wills § 1— right to make a will 


The right to make a will is not an inherent or constitutional right, but 
is conferred and regulated by statute. 


Wills § 61— right to dissent from will 

The right of a husband or wife to dissent from the will of his spouse 
is conferred by statute and may be exercised at the time and in the man- 
ner fixed by statute. 


Statutes § 4—- construction — constitutionality 


In considering the constitutionality of a statute, every presumption is 
to be indulged in favor of its validity. 


Wills § 61— inferior rights in second or successive spouse who 
dissents from will — constitutionality 

G.S. 80-3(b), which provides that a second or successive spouse who 
dissents from the will of his deceased spouse shall take only one-half the 
amount provided by the Intestate Succession Act for the surviving spouse 
if the testator has surviving him lineal descendants by a former marriage 
but there are no surviving lineal descendants by the Second or successive 
marriage, is Acld not arbitrari.y discriminatory and capricious so as to 
be violative of the due process provisions of the Federal and State Con- 
stitutions. 


AppEAL by plaintiff under G.S. 7A-380(1) from decision (3 N.C. 


App. 348, 164 S.E. 2d 631) of the Court of Appeals. 


John A. Vinson died testate on January 26, 1968. He and 


Nannie D. Vinson, plaintiff herein, were married on January 7, 
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1953, and thereafter lived together as husband and wife until John’s 
death. She was John’s second wife. No children were born of their 
marriage. 


Three children were born of John’s first marriage, two daughters 
and a son. John was survived by the two daughters. The son, who 
predeceased John, was survived by his widow. The two daughters 
of John and the widow of John’s son are defendant’s herein. 


Nannie dissented from John’s will. She asserts she is entitled, 
under the provisions of G.S. 30-3(a) and G.S. 29-14(2) to one-third 
of John’s net estate. She asserts G.S. 30-3(b), the terms of which 
would restrict her to one-sixth of John’s net estate, is void because 
violative of Article I, Section 17, of the Constitution of North Car- 
olina and of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 


In the Superior Court of Wayne County, Judge Cowper, based 
on his conclusion of law that G.S. 30-3(b) “is a constitutional en- 
actment as applied to the facts of this case,’ entered judgment that 
plaintiff “is entitled to one-sixth of the estate of John A. Vinson, de- 
ceased.” Plaintiff appealed. The Court of Appeals affirmed Judge 
Cowper’s judgment. 


Herbert B. Hulse and Sasser, Duke & Brown for plaintiff appel- 
lant. 


Futrelle & Baddour for defendant appellees. 


BopsitTt, J. 


Chapter 879, Session Laws of 1959, as amended, is now codified 
as Chapter 29, “Intestate Succession,” of Volume 2A, Replacement 
1966, of the General Statutes. 


Chapter 880, Session Laws of 1959, as amended, was re-enacted 
by Chapter 849, Session Laws of 1965, and is now codified as Chap- 
ter 30, “Surviving Spouses,” of Volume 2A, Replacement 1966, of 
the General Statutes. 


The 1959 statutes were enacted June 10, 1959, and are applicable 
to estates of persons dying on or after July 1, 1960. 


G.S. 29-14(2), the pertinent portion of the Intestate Succession 
Act, provides that the share of the surviving spouse, ‘‘(i)f the in- 
testate is survived by two or more children, or by one child and any 
lineal descendant of one or more deceased children or by lineal de- 
scendants of two or more deceased children,” shall be ‘one-third of 
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the net estate, including one-third of the personal property and a 
one-third undivided interest in the real property. .. .” Ii John 
had died intestate, Nannie, his surviving spouse, would be entitled 
to one-third of his net estate. 


{1} Under G.S, 30-1, Nannie had the right to dissent from John’s 
will if the aggregate value of the provisions under his will for her 
benefit, when added to the value of the property or interests in prop- 
erty passing in any manner outside the will to her as a result of his 
death, was less than her intestate share. Bank v. Stone, 263 N.C. 
384, 386, 1389 S.E. 2d 573, 575. 


Although the record discloses the provisions of John’s will, there 
is no evidence, finding or stipulation as to (1) the value of John’s 
entire estate, or (2) as to the aggregate value of the benefits pass- 
ing to Nannie under John’s will, or (3) as to the value of the prop- 
erty or interests in property, if any, passing to Nannie in any man- 
ner outside the will as a result of John’s death. However, defendants 
have not challenged Nannie’s right to dissent; and, since all in- 
terested parties are competent and more than twenty-one years of 
age, our further consideration is based on the assumption that Nan- 
nie’s dissent is in all respects valid. 


G.S. 30-1 provides that “(a) spouse may dissent from his de- 
ceased spouse’s will” if and when defined conditions exist. (For con- 
stitutional provisions and statutory enactments bearing upon a 
widower’s right to dissent from his wife’s will, see: Dudley v. Staton, 
257 N.C. 572, 126 S.E. 2d 590; FPullam v. Brock, 271 N.C. 145, 155 
S.E. 2d 737; also, 2 Lee, N. C. Family Law, § 216, including 1968 
Cumulative Supplement.) G.S. 80-2 relates to the time and manner 
of such dissent. G.S. 30-3, relating to the effect of such dissent, is 
quoted below. 


“8 30-3. Effect of dissent.—- (a) Upon dissent as provided for in 
G.S. 30-2, the surviving spouse, except as provided in subsection (b) 
of this section, shall take the same share of the deceased spouse’s 
real and personal property as if the deceased had died intestate; 
provided, that if the deceased spouse is not survived by a child, 
children, or any lineal descendants of a deceased child or children, 
or by a parent, the surviving spouse shall receive only one-half of 
the deceased spouse’s net estate as defined in G.S. 29-2(3), which 
one-half shall be estimated and determined before any federal estate 
tax is deducted or paid and shall be free and clear of such tax. (Our 
italics.) 

‘““(b) Whenever the surviving spouse is a second or successive 
spouse, he or she shall take only one-half of the amount provided by 
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the Intestate Succession Act for the surviving spouse if the testator 
has surviving him lineal descendants by a former marriage but 
there are no lineal descendants surviving him by the second or suc- 
cessive marriage. 


“(e) If the surviving spouse dissents from his or her deceased 
spouse’s will and takes an intestate share as provided herein, the 
residue of the testator’s net estate, as defined in G.S, 29-2, shall 
be distributed to the other devisees and legatees as provided in the 
testator’s last will, diminished pro rata unless the will otherwise 
provides,” 


[2] GS. 30-3(b) applies only when these facts concur: (1) A 
married person, husband or wife, dies testate, survived by his (her) 
spouse. (2) The surviving spouse, being entitled under G.S. 30-1 to 
do so, dissents. (8) The surviving spouse is a ‘second or successive 
spouse.” (4) No lineal descendants “by the second or successive mar- 
riage” survive the testator (testatrix). (5) The testator (testatrix) 
is survived by lineal descendants by his (her) former marriage. 


[3] ‘“In making a will a husband (or wife) is presumed to have 
knowledge of and to have taken into consideration the statutory 
right of his widow to dissent from the will. G.S. 30-1.” Keesler v. 
Bank, 256 N.C. 12, 18, 122 S.E. 2d 807, 812. 


When the facts listed above concur, the husband or wife disposes 
of his (her) property by will with the knowledge that his (her) sur- 
viving ‘second or successive spouse,” if she (he) elects to dissent, 
will receive only one-half of what she (he) would receive if the de- 
cedent had died intestate. 


Analysis of G.S. 30-8(b) discloses: 


1. If the “second or successive spouse” is the decedent, and is 
not survived by a child or lineal descendant of a former marriage, 
if any, the surviving husband (wife), if he (she) elects to dissent, 
will receive the full intestate share of a surviving spouse. (Note: If 
Nannie had died and willed her property to persons other than 
John, John could have dissented from Nannie’s will and by doing 
so would have received his full intestate share in her estate.) It 
would seem that, in a factual situation in which one spouse would 
be reduced to one-half of the share to which he or she would be en- 
titled if the other died intestate, the rule as to one-half should be 
applied equally to both parties to the marriage. 


2. The inferior rights of the surviving “second or successive 
spouse” do not depend upon whether a child was born of her (his) 
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marriage with the decedent; rather, they depend upon whether 
such child (or lineal descendant) survives the decedent. 


3. GS. 30-3(b) is applicable when the decedent is survived by 
a child or lineal descendant of a former marriage even if the de- 
cedent’s will leaves nothing to such child or lineal descendant, 


Whether G.S. 30-3(b) applies does not depend at all upon such 
considerations as: (1) The comparative durations of the first and 
second marriage; (2) whether the former marriage was terminated 
by death or by divorce; (3) the age(s) of the child or children of 
the former marriage at the time of the second or successive mar- 
riage; and (4) the age(s) of the child or children of the former mar- 
riage and their financial status at the time of the death of the de- 
cedent. 


In Tolson v. Young, 260 N.C. 506, 1838 S.E. 2d 135, where de- 
cision was based in substantial part on G.S. 30-3(b), the validity of 
this statute was not challenged on constitutional grounds or other- 
wise. 


The constitutional question presented is whether G.S. 30-3(b), 
by providing inferior rights to a surviving “second or successive 
spouse,” is arbitrarily discriminatory and capricious and therefore 
denies to plaintiff the substantive due process of law guaranteed by 
Article I, Section 17, of the Constitution of North Carolina, and by 
the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 


The provisions of G.S. 30-3(b), as presently codified in Chapter 
30 of Volume 2A, Replacement 1966, were enacted as part of Chap- 
ter 880, Session Laws of 1959. The reasons that impelled the inclu- 
sion of this unusual provision in the 1959 Act are unclear. 


Our research indicates only two other States have statutes which 
provide that a surviving “second or other subsequent spouse’ who, 
under somewhat similar circumstances, elects to take ‘‘against the 
will,” receives less than such surviving spouse would receive if she 
(he) were a first spouse. Ind. Ann. Stat. § 6-801 (1953); Wyo. Stat. 
Ann. § 2-47 (1959). 

In an article entitled, “Election, Dissent and Renunciation,” by 
Professor W. Bryan Bolich, this statement appears: “This limitation 
on the amount a dissenter may recelve could have either or both of 
two objectives: fostering freedom of testation or discouraging mul- 
tiple marriages by making it financially less desirable to marry a 
widow or widower with issue by a prior marriage.” 39 N.C.L.R. 17, 
83 (1960-61). 


Since the public policy of the State is primarily for legislative 
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determination, we express no opinion as to whether the law should 
discourage marriage with a widow or widower with issue by a prior 
marriage. Undoubtedly, by reason of G.S. 30-3(b), a testator (tes- 
tatrix) who has a child or lineal descendant by a former marriage 
has greater freedom of testation as against a childless “second or 
successive spouse.” 


[4] As we read G.S. 30-3(b), the legislative intent was to enable 
a person who has a child or lineal descendant by a former marriage 
to make greater provision for such child or lineal descendant. True, 
the testator (testatrix) 7s not required to make greater provision or 
any provision for such child or lineal descendant notwithstanding 
the inferior rights of his (her) surviving “second or successive 
spouse.” Presumably, the General Assembly considered (1) the 
natural inclination of a parent to make proper provision for his 
(her) child, and (2) the natural inclination of the surviving parent 
of a decedent’s child to respond to the needs of such child, sufficient 
to justify the statutory classification embodied in G.S. 30-3(b). 


Although not presented on this appeal, further consideration of 
G.S. 30-3(b) suggests interesting questions. In the article cited, Pro- 
fessor Bolich states: “The application of this limitation (GS. 
30-3(b)) to G.S. § 29-30 where the dissenting spouse elects instead 
of the intestate share a life estate in one-third of the decedent’s 
real estate, including without regard to value the dwelling house 
and household furnishings, might be awkward. Would it be a life 
estate in one-sixth, including the dwelling and furnishings regard- 
less of value?” Too, Nannie would be entitled to one third of John’s 
estate had he died intestate. He did not die intestate but left a will. 
Under G.S. 30-1(a), Nannie’s right to dissent depends upon whether 
the benefits to her on account of John’s death under the will and 
outside the will aggregate Jess than “the intestate share of such 
spouse.” While the right to dissent is related to the value of “the 
intestate share of such spouse,” it is provided in G.S. 30-3(b) that, 
in the event of dissent, the surviving “second or successive spouse” 
will receive one-half of the intestate share. In Professor Bolich’s 
phrase, reconciliation of these provisions “might be awkward.” 


The constitutional question is to be considered in the light of 
the well-established legal propositions stated below. 


[5] “It is generally considered that the right to take property by 
descent is a mere privilege or creature of the law and not a natural 
or inherent right.” 26A C.J.S., Descent and Distribution § 2. “The 
theory of the law is that any participation in the estate of a de- 
ceased person is by grace of the sovereign political power, which 
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alone has any natural or inherent right to succeed to such property.” 


23 Am. Jur. 2d, Descent and Distribution § 11. Our decisions are in 
accord: Pullen v. Commissioners, 66 N.C. 361, 363-364; In re Morris 
Estate, 188 N.C. 259, 262, 50 S.E. 682, 683; Wilson v. Anderson, 
232 N.C. 212, 220, 59 S.E. 2d 836, 843, 18 A.L.R. 2d 951, 958, and 
s.c. on rehearing, 232 N.C. 521, 61 S.E. 2d 447, 18 A.L.R. 2d 959. 


[6, 7] It is well settled that “an estate must be distributed among 
heirs and distributees according to the law as it exists at the time 
of the death of the ancestor.” 23 Am. Jur. 2d, Descent and Distri- 
bution § 21, citing, wnter alia, Wilson v. Anderson, supra. Accord: 
Johnson v. Blackwelder, 267 N.C. 209, 148 S.E. 2d 30. Moreover, 
as stated by Rodman, J., in Bennett v. Cain, 248 N.C. 428, 103 
S.E. 2d 510: “The power of the Legislature to determine who shall 
take the property of a person dying subsequent to the effective date 
of a legislative act cannot be doubted.” 


[8] “The right to make a will is not a natural, inalienable, in- 
herited, fundamental, or inherent right, and is not one guaranteed 
by the Constitution. The right to make a will is conferred and regu- 
lated by statute.” Fullam v. Brock, supra. Accord: 94 C.J.S., Wills 
§ 2; 57 Am. Jur., Wills § 153. 


In Fullam v. Brock, supra, Parker, C.J., quotes with approval 
the following from Mr. Justice Jackson in Irving Trust Co. v. Day, 
314 U.S. 556, 86 L. ed. 452, 62 S. Ct. 398: “Rights of succession to 
the property of a deceased, whether by will or by intestacy, are of 
statutory creation, and the dead hand rules succession only by suf- 
ferance. Nothing in the Federal Constitution forbids the legislature 
of a state to limit, condition, or even abolish the power of testamen- 
tary disposition over property within its jurisdiction.” 


[9] The right of a husband or wife to dissent from the will of 
his (her) spouse is conferred by statute and may be exercised at 
the time and in the manner fixed by statute. Bank v. Kasterby, 236 
N.C. 599, 602, 73 S.E. 2d 541, 548. 


[10] As indicated in our analysis of its provisions, G.S. 30-3(b) 
contains seeds of inequities, particularly where upon the death of 
one spouse the survivor upon dissent would receive only one-half 
of her (his) intestate share while upon the death of the other spouse 
the survivor would receive his (her) full intestate share. Even so, 
we are mindful that “(i)n considering the constitutionality of a stat- 
ute, every presumption is to be indulged in favor of its validity.” 
Stacy, C.J., in State v. Lueders, 214 N.C. 558, 561, 200 S.E. 22, 
24, Objections to the provisions of G.S. 30-38(b) would seem to re- 
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late to their wisdom and fairness under particular circumstances 
rather than to constitutional limitations on the power of the Gen- 
eral Assembly to enact these statutory provisions. 


{11] We conclude that the legislative provisions defining the rights 
of a surviving ‘‘second or successive spouse” in a factual situation 
prerequisite to the application of G.S. 30-8(b) are not vulnerable 
to attack as unconstitutional on the ground they are arbitrarily dis- 
criminatory and capricious. Hence, based upon the legal principles 
stated, and the authorities cited, by Judge Britt in his opinion for 
the Court of Appeals, the decision of the Court of Appeals is affirmed. 


Affirmed. 





STATE v. NAT VILLIAM WRIGHT 
No. 15 


(Filed 9 April 1969) 


1. Criminal Law §§ 26, 135— double jeopardy — capital cases — life 
imprisonment at first trial — retrial 


Where defendant was awarded a new trial by the Supreme Court af- 
ter having been tried for the capital crime of rape and found by a jury 
to be guilty of rape with a recommendation of life imprisonment, the court 
at defendant’s retrial properly denied defendant’s plea in abatement by 
which he contended that he should not again be tried for his life, de 
fendant having waived his protection against reprosecution for the same 
offense by his appeal and the vacated sentence not being a ceiling for 
punishment upon retrial. 


2. Criminal Law §§ 76, 178— former appeal — admissibility of con- 
fession — law of the case 


Where on former appeal of this case the Supreme Court passed upon 
the admissibility of inculpatory statements allegedly made by defendant 
to police officers, reconsideration by the Supreme Court of the admissi- 
bility of such statements at defendant’s retrial is precluded by the doc- 
trine of law of the case where the evidence relating to the admission of 
the statements in the retrial is substantially the same as that at the 
previous trial. 


8. Criminal Law § 76— determination of admissibility of confession 


The findings of fact by the trial judge upon the voir dire as to the ad- 
missibility of defendant’s inculpatory statements to police officers, being 
supported by competent evidence, are binding on appeal and are held 
sufficient to support the court’s conclusion that the statements were 
freely, voluntarily, knowingly and intelligently made. 


N.C. ] SPRING TERM 1969 243 


STATE #. WRIGHT 





4. Rape § 5— = sufficiency of evidence 


In this rape prosecution, defendant’s motion for nonsuit is properly de- 
nied where the State’s evidence tends to show that a rape was committed 
on the prosecutrix, that window screens were removed and prosecutrix’ 
house was entered on the night of the alleged rape, that defendant ad- 
mitted to police officers that he removed window screens from the house 
occupied by prosecutrix, entered the hotise and placed his hand upon the 
body of a woman lying on a bed, that a month after the alleged rape de- 
fendant was arrested on a peeping tom charge approximately two and 
one-half blocks from prosecutrix’ house, and that when arrested defend- 
ant was wearing a baseball cap and galoshes similar to those described 
by prosecutrix as worn by her assailant. 


5. Criminal Law § 112— _ necessity for instructions as to circumstantial 
evidence 


In this rape prosecution, the court did not commit prejudicial error by 
failing to instruct the jury as to the rule of circumstantial evidence in 
absence of a request for such instructions where the State’s evidence con- 
sisted mainly of direct evidence of the prosecutrix and the inculpatory 
statements of defendant, and the only circumstantial evidence offered was 
incidental and corroborative. 


AppeaL by defendant from Clark, J., at the 28 October 1968 
Regular Criminal Session of DurHam Superior Court. 


Defendant was tried under a bill of indictment charging the 
crime of rape upon Mrs. Naomi Marie Byrd. This is defendant’s 
third trial on this bill of indictment. At the first trial, during the 
January 1968 Regular Criminal Session, Durham Superior Court, 
before Hall, J., the jury found defendant guilty of rape with a 
recommendation for life imprisonment. Defendant appealed to this 
Court and was granted a new trial. State v. Wright, 274 N.C. 84, 
161 S.E. 2d 581. Defendant’s second trial on this charge resulted in 
a mistrial because the jury was unable to reach a verdict. At the 
third trial, the subject of this appeal, defendant was again found 
guilty as charged with a recommendation for life imprisonment. 


The State offered evidence which tended to show that on the 
night of 22 July 1967 Mrs. Naomi Marie Byrd was at her home at 
1112 Taylor Street in Durham, with her husband and her two and 
one-half year old child. About 11:15 p.m. Mrs. Byrd retired to her 
bedroom. Her child was already asleep in a separate bed located in 
her bedroom. Mr. Byrd was asleep on a couch in the living room 
where he and Mrs. Byrd had been watching a television movie. All 
the outside doors were closed and all the windows to the house had 
screens which were closed and hooked. 


At approximately 12:15 a.m. Mrs. Byrd awakened and saw a 
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man standing beside her bed. At first she thought it was her hus- 
band coming to bed. When she realized that it was not her husband 
and started to raise up, the man put a sharp object to the left side 
of her neck and said: “Hush, Hush, if you make a fuss I will kill 
you.” The man got on the bed and said, “Open up, open up.” At 
this time the man had sexual intercourse with Mrs. Byrd. She was 
afraid for her child and her husband. After it was over and the man 
kept lying there for a second or two, Mrs. Byrd told him that, “My 
husband is going to get up early and go fishing.” The man said, 
“O. K.” and got up and walked out of the bedroom, straight down 
the hall, and through the den door. The hall was lighted by a light 
left on in the living room. Mrs. Byrd could see that the man was 
colored and was wearing a light shirt, dark pants, a cap similar to 
a baseball cap, and some type of galoshes or boots. After the man 
walked out, Mrs. Byrd awoke her husband and told him that some- 
one had been in the house. Mr. Byrd searched the house but found 
nobody. He then called the police. Officer Sullivan of the Durham 
Police Department arrived at the Byrd residence at approximately 
1:40 a.m. He found Mrs. Byrd to be very upset and in an emotional 
state of shock and advised her husband to take her to the hospital. 
Officer Sullivan, during the course of his investigation, found a 
screen to a window in the den and a sereen to the window in the 
bathroom removed. 


Mr. Byrd took Mrs. Byrd to the emergency room at Watts Hos- 
pital, where she was examined by Dr. T. F. Atkins, a specialist in 
gynecology and obstetrics. The examination revealed the presence 
of male sperm in Mrs. Byrd’s vagina. Dr. Atkins found no evidence 
of forceful dilation of the vaginal orifice. No bruises or abrasions 
were found about her pelvis, and no abrasions were found on the left 
side of her throat. 


On 20 August 1967, at 1:50 am., defendant Nat Villiam Wright 
was arrested on a peeping tom charge approximately two and one- 
half blocks from the Byrd residence. He was wearing a light shirt, 
dark pants, a baseball cap and galoshes. Wright was advised of his 
rights and placed in jail. 


Detective Carl King of the Durham Police Department testi- 
fied that at 10:00 a.m. of the same day Detective Upchurch and he 
questioned defendant Wright. At this point in the trial defendant 
requested a voir dire examination, whereupon the jury was excused. 


On voir dire Detective King stated he advised defendant of his 
rights. Defendant then signed a standard waiver form waiving his 
right to counsel and agreeing to answer questions. During the ques- 
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tioning defendant complained of a headache and pains from an 
ulcerated stomach. Between 12:00 and 1:00 o’clock, defendant was 
placed in a line-up. According to Detective King, defendant orally 
consented to the line-up, but refused to sign any written waiver. 
Following the line-up, defendant was placed in a police car and 
driven to Taylor Street, where he was again questioned by Detec- 
tives King and Upchurch. While sitting in the car at Taylor Street, 
the street where Mrs. Byrd lives, Wright made certain incriminating 
statements to the detectives. After returning to the police station 
defendant saw his wife and his minister, Rev. Yelverton. 


Rev. Frizelle Yelverton testified for defendant on voir dire that 
defendant’s mental capacity was that of an eleven to twelve year old 
child, and that he was easily led. Rev. Yelverton further stated that 
“(h)e tries to please everybody. In my opinion he would do things 
or say things just to try to please somebody even if they weren’t 
true.” He also testified that Wright’s general character and reputa- 
tion in the community were good, and that he had never heard him 
read or seen him write. 


The testimony of defendant’s witness, Doris Sowell, generally 
supported that of Rev. Yelverton. 


Defendant at this time introduced into evidence his medical re- 
port from Cherry Hospital, Goldsboro, North Carolina. The case 
history of the medical report stated that defendant claimed to have 
finished the ninth grade at age fifteen, and although he liked school, 
he had to stop to go to work; and that he averaged between $75 
and $100 per week at his job. The objective findings of the clinical 
summary indicated that defendant was in good contact and that his 
speech was normal, except for a hesitancy due to tension; that the 
content of his thought was without abnormality; that he talked in- 
telligently with perhaps a little too much philosophical discussion 
at times, although such discussion was not rambling or disorganized; 
that he was alert and tried so hard in testing that, to some extent, 
he handicapped his own performance; that he liked people and 
wanted them to approve; and that he had a mental deficiency lying 
in the upper moderate range, with an [.Q. of 62. There was no evi- 
dence of a thinking disorder or abnormality other than the mental 
deficiency indicated. 

Based on the evidence offered during the voir dire examination 
the court made full and complete findings of fact and concluded that 
defendant’s statements were “freely, voluntarily, knowingly and in- 
telligently made” and admissible into evidence. 


The examination of Detective King before the jury resumed. 
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King testified that while talking to defendant in the police car on 
Taylor Street defendant had pointed out Mrs. Byrd’s house as the 
place he entered. According to King, defendant stated that he re- 
moved two screens from the windows of the house and entered the 
house through a window. He went into a room and touched a wo- 
man lying on a bed. He ran out the front door when she screamed. 
He did not rape her. Detective King also testified that defendant had 
no prior police record and that he had no attorney during the en- 
tire period of interrogation. 


Detective Upchurch of the Durham Police Department testified 
that he had participated with Detective King in the interrogation 
of defendant, and his testimony tended to corroborate the testimony 
of Detective King. 


At the conclusion of the State’s evidence defendant’s motion for 
nonsuit was denied. From a verdict of guilty with a recommendation 
for life imprisonment defendant appealed. 


Attorney General Morgan and Assistant Attorney General Har- 
rell for the State. 


E. C. Harris, Jr., for defendant appellant. 


BRANCH, J. 


(1] Defendant assigns as error the trial judge’s denial of his plea 
in abatement by which he contended that he should not be tried 
twice for his life. 


Defendant relies heavily on Green v. United States, 355 U.S. 184, 
2 L. Ed. 2d 199, 78 S. Ct. 221 (1957), where the United States Su- 
preme Court held that a defendant, charged with first degree murder 
but convicted of second degree murder, received an implied acquittal 
of the charge of first degree murder which prevented retrial on that 
charge because to so do would place him twice in jeopardy. Wright 
contends that the interpretation of Green v. United States, supra, by 
the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals in the case of Patton v. North 
Carolina, 381 F. 2d 636 (4th Cir. 1967), prohibited the State from 
seeking the death penalty at his retrial when he received life im- 
prisonment at his first trial. 


To here review, in depth, the pertinent principles of law would 
be unnecessary repetition since they have recently been clearly and 
fully stated by Sharp, J., in the case of State v. Stafford, 274 N.C. 
519, 164 S.E. 2d 371. There the Court, in rejecting the holdings of 
Patton, inter alia, stated: 


N.C. ] SPRING TERM 1969 247 





STATE vt. WRIGHT 








All courts agree that when a defendant seeks a new trial by ap- 
pealing his conviction he waives his protection against repros- 
ecution. “(I]t is quite clear that a defendant who procures a 
judgment against him upon an indictment to be set aside, may 
be tried anew upon the same indictment, or upon another in- 
dictment, for the same offense of which he had been convicted.” 
Ball v. Umted States, 163 U.S. 662, 672, 14 8. Ct. 1192, 1195, 
41 L. Ed. 300, 303 (1896). 


We reject the premise that a defendant who secures a new trial 
waives his right to protection from a retrial but retains a vested 
right in the vacated sentence as a ceiling. 


In this case defendant was not convicted of the greater offense, 
nor did he receive increased punishment. Therefore, since there is 
no basis for this assignment of error, it is overruled. 


[2] Defendant by his second assignment of error contends that 
the trial court erred in admitting into evidence inculpatory state- 
ments purportedly made by him. 


On the former appeal of this case this Court passed on the ad- 
missibility of the inculpatory statements purportedly made by de- 
fendant and in the opinion (State v. Wright, supra), iter alia, 
stated: 


Therefore, the questions asked by the officers and the answers 
given by defendant relative to removal of the screen, entry of 
the Byrd home through the window, and touching the woman 
but not raping her, became competent evidence and were prop- 
erly admitted for consideration by the jury. 


In the case of State v. Stone, 226 N.C. 97, 36 S.E. 2d 704, the de- 
fendant excepted to the refusal of the court to grant his motion for 
nonsuit. The exception had been before the Court on a former appeal 
(State v. Stone, 224 N.C. 848, 32 S.E. 2d 651), and the Court in the 
second appeal stated: 


These exceptions are untenable for the reason that this case 
was before the Court on a former appeal (cite omitted) and 
the Court then said: ‘We think the evidence sufficient to war- 
rant its submission to the jury.” The evidence produced at this 
trial is substantially similar to the evidence produced at the 
former trial. Under these circumstances the question of non- 
suit, or the sufficiency of the evidence to be submitted to the 
jury, the decision of the Court on the former appeal is decisive. 
S. v. Lee, 213 N.C. 319, 198 S.E. 785. 
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Accord: State v. Peterson, 226 N.C. 770, 40 S.E. 2d 362; Jernigan v. 
Jernigan, 207 N.C. 831, 178 S.E. 587. See also 5 Am. Jur. 2d, Appeal 
and Error, § 744, at 188 et seq. 


The principle of “law of the case” has been specifically applied 
to inculpatory admissions of a defendant in other jurisdictions. The 
California Supreme Court considered this principle in the case of 
People v. Modesto, 66 Cal. 2d 695, 59 Cal. Rptr. 124, 427 P. 2d 788. 
The Court’s decision concerning the application of the principle of 
“law of the case” is correctly stated in headnote four of the case as 
reported in the Pacific Reporter, viz: 


Reconsideration of admissibility of defendant’s statements 
to police was precluded by doctrine of the law of the case where 
facts on which prior ruling was predicated remained unchanged. 


In the case of Pool v. Commonwealth, 308 Ky. 107, 213 S.W. 2d 
603, the Court stated: 


Appellant further contends that an error was committed in 
the admission of his written confession as legal evidence against 
himself on this trial. Under what is known as “the law of the 
case” rule, this written confession, just as it was set out at full 
length in our opinion on the first appeal, would not now be a 
proper subject of sound legal attack upon this second appeal. 


See also Bryant v. State, 197 Ga. 641, 30 S.E. 2d 259. 


We have carefully compared the evidence relating to the admis- 
sion of inculpatory statements made by defendant in the previous 
trial with that in this case and we find it to be substantially the 
same. If there be any variance, the difference favors the admissi- 
bility of the evidence. 


[3] Nevertheless, because of the serious nature of this case we 
have again carefully considered the merits of defendant’s conten- 
tion. We find that upon his objection to the testimony relating to 
the inculpatory statements purportedly made by him, the trial 
judge properly held a voir dire hearing to determine whether the 
statements were in fact voluntarily and understandingly made. State 
v. Conyers, 267 N.C. 618, 148 S.E. 2d 569; State v. Rogers, 233 N.C. 
390, 64 S.E. 2d 572. Both the State and defendant offered evidence 
on voir dire and at the conclusion of the voir dire hearing the trial 
judge made full findings of fact and concluded that defendant’s 
statements were “freely, voluntarily, knowingly and _ intelligently 
made.” There was competent evidence to support the findings of 
fact and these findings are binding on this Court. State v. Gray, 
268 N.C. 69, 150 S.E. 2d 1. The findings of fact support the con- 
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clusions of law. For the reasons stated, this assignment of error is 
overruled. 


[4] Defendant contends that the court erred in failing to grant 
his motion for judgment as of nonsuit. 


In the case of State v. Bogan, 266 N.C. 99, 145 S.E. 2d 374, it 
is stated: 


“Tf there be any evidence tending to prove the fact in issue, or 
which reasonably conduces to its conclusion as a fairly logical 
and legitimate deduction, ard not merely such as raises a sus- 
picion or conjecture in regard to it, the case should be submit- 
ted to the jury.” State v. Johnson, 199 N.C. 429, 431, 154 S.E. 
730, 731. This quotation, as Higgins, J., said in State v. Stephens, 
supra, is just “another way of saying there must be substantial 
evidence of all material elements of the offense to withstand 
the motion to dismiss.” 244 N.C. at 388, 938 S.E. 2d at 433. It 
does not mean that the evidence, in the court’s opinion, ex- 
cludes every reasonable hypothesis of innocence. Should the 
court decide that the State has offered substantial evidence of 
defendant’s guilt, it then becomes a question for the jury 
whether this evidence establishes beyond a reasonable doubt 
that defendant, and no other person, committed the crime 
charged. State v. Thompson, 256 N.C. 598, 124 S.E. 2d 728. 


Here the evidence of the prosecuting witness and the medical 
expert is clearly sufficient to support a jury-finding that a rape had 
been committed on the prosecuting witness. The admissions by de- 
fendant that he removed the screens from the windows, entered the 
house oceupied by the prosecuting witness and her family, and placed 
his hand upon the body of a woman, when considered with the evi- 
dence that the screens were removed and the house was entered on 
the night of the alleged rape, together with the circumstances of 
defendant’s arrest, are sufficient to permit, but not compel, a le- 
gitimate and reasonable inference that defendant was the person 
who committed the crime. 


The trial court properly denied defendant’s motion for nonsuit. 


[5] Defendant urges that the trial judge committed prejudicial 
error by failing to instruct the jury as to the rule of circumstantial 
evidence. We do not agree. 


Circumstantial evidence and direct evidence are defined in the 
case of State v. Blackwelder, 182 N.C. 899, 109 S.E. 644, as follows: 


Direct evidence is that which is immediately applied to the fact 
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to be proved, while circumstantial evidence is that which is in- 
directly applied by means of circumstances from which the ex- 
istence of the principal fact may reasonably be deducted or in- 
ferred. In other words, as has been said, circumstantial evidence 
is merely direct evidence indirectly applied. 


This Court considered the defendant’s exception to the trial 
court’s failure to charge on circumstantial evidence in the case of 
State v. Stevens, 244 N.C. 40, 92 8.E. 2d 409, and there stated: 


The exception to the court’s failure to charge on circumstantial 
evidence cannot be sustained. The evidence in the case was 
largely direct. It consisted of the statements of the two men 
who actually committed the robbery. The circumstantial evi- 
dence offered was incidental to and in corroboration of the di- 
rect evidence. In the absence of special request, failure to charge 
with respect to circumstantial evidence was not error. S. v. 
Bennett, 237 N.C. 749, 76 S.E. 2d 42. 


Here the State’s evidence consisted mainly of direct evidence of 
the prosecuting witness and the inculpatory statements of defend- 
ant. The only circumstantial evidence offered was incidental and 
corroborative. Defendant did not request the trial judge to charge 
the jury as to circumstantial evidence. 


In the trial of the case below we find 


No error. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, Ex REL, UTILITIES COMMISSION, anp 
CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY and ACME ELECTRIC 
CORPORATION anp ACME ELECTRIC CORPORATION OF LUMBER- 
TON, NORTH CAROLINA, APPELLEES v. LUMBEE RIVER ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORPORATION, APPELLANT 


No. 17 
(Filed 9 April 1969) 


1. Electricity § 2; Utilities Commission §§ 2, 4— public utilities — 
electric suppliers — right of competition 

In absence of a valid grant of such right by statute, or by an admia- 

istrative order issued pursuant to statutory authority, and in absence of 

a valid contract with its competitor or with the person to be served, a 

supplier of electric power, or other public utility service, has no terri- 

torial monopoly or other right to prevent its competitor from serving 
anyone who desires the competitor to do so. 
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Electricity § 2— right to choose vendor of electricity 


Unless compelled by some cogent reason, one seeking electric service 
should not be denied the right to choose between vendors. 


Utilities Commission § 1— police power of the State — certificate 
of public convenience and necessity 

The police power of the State is broad enough to include a statute pro- 
viding that a public utility company desiring to serve a new area must 
obtain from the Utilities Commission a certificate that public convenience 
and necessity require the proposed extension of its distribution facilities. 


Utilities Commission § 4; Electricity § 2—- competition between 
electric suppliers — jurisdiction of Utilities Commission 

The Utilities Commission is a creature of the Legislature and has no 
authority to restrict competition between suppliers of electricity except 
insofar as that authority has been conferred upon it by statute. 


5. Utilities Commission § 1— authority of Commission 
The Commission may not by its rule or order forbid the exercise of a 
right expressly conferred by statute. 
6. Constitutional Law § 11— _ exercise of the police power 
The legislative body is under no compulsion to exercise the police 
power of the State to its fullest extent, or to exercise it in a manner 
which the courts, or an administrative agency, may deem wise or best 
suited to the public welfare. 
7. Electricity § 2— competition between electric suppliers — determi- 


10. 


nation of policy 

It is for the Legislature, not for the court or the Utilities Commission, 
to determine whether the policy of free competition between suppliers of 
electric power or the policy of territorial monopoly or an intermediate 
policy is in the public interest. 


Electricity § 2— competition in rural areas prior to 1965 

Prior to the enactment of G.S. 62-110.2 in 1965, there was no restraint 
upon competition in rural areas between electric membership corporations 
and public utility suppliers of electric power except as established by 
contract. 


Electricity § 2— service to customers in rural areas—G.S. 62- 
110.2(a) (1) — “premises”? defined 

“Premises”, as that word is defined in G.S. 62-110.2(a) (1), embraces 
the manufacturing plant of an electric consumer and not the tract upon 
which it is located; consequently, public membership corporation had 
no right under G.S. 62-110.2(b) (lL) to provide electric service to a plant 
on the ground that it had served a residence and electric signs previously 
located on the tract. 


Utilities Commission § 4; Electricity § 2— right of rural con- 

sumer to choose electric supplier — jurisdiction of Commission 
Where location of manufacturer’s plant building was outside a mnt- 

nicipality and was not wholly within 300 feet of any line of any electric 
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supplier, and was not partially within 300 feet of the lines of two or 
more electric suppliers, manufacturer initially requiring electric service 
after April 20, 1965 had the right to choose public utility, rather than 
electric membership corporation, as its supplier of electricity; and the 
Utilities Commission is not authorized to forbid the public utility to serve 
the plant merely because the electric membership corporation desires to 
perform the service and can reach the plant by relatively short extension 
of its lines across a highway while the public utility must build approxi- 
mately four miles of line, substantially duplicating membership corpora- 
tion’s line, in order to reach the plant. G.S. 62-110.2(b) (5). 


11. Statutes § 5— rule of construction — particular v. general statute 


Section of a statute dealing with a specific situation controls, with 
respect to that situation, other sections which are general in their ap- 
plication, and especially so where the specific provision is the later en- 
actment. 


12. Statutes § 5— provisions in pari materia 


Although statutes dealing with the same subject matter must be con- 
strued in pari materia and harmonized to give effect to each, yet when 
the section dealing with a specific matter is clear and understandable on 
its face, it requires no construction. 


13. Electricity § 2— assignment of rural territory — construction of 


statute 

Where provisions of G.S. 62-110.2 relating to assignment of electric 
service territory in rural areas are clear and understandable on their 
face, the court is not required to construe this statute in connection with 
other provisions of G.S. Ch. 62 relating to powers of the Utilities Com- 
mission to regulate public utilities. 


AppraL by Lumbee River Electric Membership Corporation from 
the Court of Appeals. 


Lumbee River Electric Membership Corporation, hereinafter 
called Lumbee, instituted this proceeding in the North Carolina 
Utilities Commission by filing in a single document a complaint 
against Carolina Power & Light Company, hereinafter called CP&L, 
and an application for an assignment to Lumbee of a described area 
in Robeson County as its electric service area. The Utilities Com- 
mission entered its order separating the two into independent pro- 
ceedings and setting the complaint against CP&L for hearing. Lum- 
bee did not except to that order, and all subsequent proceedings, in- 
cluding the present appeal, have been and are upon the theory that 
nothing but the complaint against CP&L is involved. CP&L filed 
its answer thereto. Acme Electric Company, hereinafter called Acme, 
was permitted by the Utilities Commission to intervene and filed 
its answer in support of the position taken by CP&L. 


The Utilities Commission heard no evidence, but, upon facts 
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stipulated by the parties and admissions in the pleadings, dismissed 
the complaint, Commissioners Eller and McDevitt dissenting. Lum- 
bee appealed to the Court of Appeals which affirmed the order of the 
commission, its opinion being reported in 3 N.C. App. 318, Brock, 
J., dissenting. 


The material facts, summarized, are these: 


Lumbee, a non-profit electric membership corporation, organized 
pursuant to Ch. 117 of the General Statutes, supplies electric power 
to its members in Robeson County and nearby areas. CP&L, a public 
utility corporation, carries on for profit in Robeson County, and 
elsewhere in North Carolina, the business of supplying electric power 
to the public. Lumbee purchases substantially all of its power at 
wholesale rates from CP&L and so is a CP&L rate payer. Acme is 
a manufacturer of electrical equipment. The Utilities Commission 
has not made any assignment of territories in Robeson County to 
CP&L or to Lumbee or to other suppliers as service areas pursuant 
to G.S. 62-110.2(c). 


Acme, after negotiations with CP&L, acquired a tract of 36 acres 
in Robeson County on the east side of Highway I-95 and the north 
side of U. 8. Highway 74. At the time of Acme’s acquisition of this 
site, Lumbee owned and operated a three-phase power line running 
along U. 8. Highway 74 and thence along and near to the west 
boundary of Highway I-95, across from the site so acquired by 
Acme, and also a single-phase line running therefrom, across the 
highway right-of-way into and upon the western portion of the 
land so acquired by Acme. The purpose and use of the single-phase 
line was to supply electric power to a tenant house and two signs all 
then located upon the site but subsequently removed in the con- 
struction of Acme’s plant. The single-phase line was then removed 
by Lumbee at Acme’s request, without prejudice to any right of 
Lumbee to supply electricity to the plant. 


Acme conveyed a portion of the tract to its wholly owned sub- 
sidiary. The subsidiary built thereon a large building, which it then 
leased to Acme for the operation therein by Acme of its manufactur- 
ing business. The larger part of this building lies within 300 feet of 
the former location of Lumbee’s single-phase line, but a portion of 
it is more than 300 feet from the former location of that line and 
all of it is more than 800 feet from Lumbee’s three-phase line west 
of Highway I-95, that along U. 8. Highway 74 being more distant. 


Acme contracted with CP&L to take all of its electric power at 
this plant from CP&L. Acme requires three-phase electric service. 
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To serve Acme it was necessary for CP&L to construct 3.63 miles of 
new three-phase line and to convert 0.6 miles of single-phase line to 
three-phase line. Substantially all of this CP&L line runs along U. 
S. Highway 74, just across the highway from Lumbee’s three-phase 
line. For Lumbee to serve the Acme plant would require a relatively 
short extension of its existing three-phase line across Highway I-95. 
The point of connection of the CP&L line, so extended, with the Acme 
plant is more than 300 feet from the former location of Lumbee’s single- 
phase line. 


In its letter to Lumbee requesting the removal of the single-phase 
line and advising Lumbee of Acme’s contract with CP&L, Acme stated 
that its reasons for desiring service by CP&L were that it desired to be 
served by a regulated public utility and that CP&L had been of assist- 
ance to Acme in locating and selecting this site for its plant. In its 
answer Acme alleged CP&L was better qualified by experience and fa- 
cilities to supply an industrial plant such as Acme’s than was Lumbee. 


The complaint alleged, in substance, such of the above facts as had 
occurred at the time it was filed. It also alleged Lumbee was ready, able 
and willing to supply adequately all the needs of the Acme plant for 
electric service, that CP&L had begun the construction of its above 
mentioned line and that it would be an unnecessary and economically 
wasteful and unsightly construction. Lumbee prayed the Utilities 
Commission to restrain CP&L from further construction of such fa- 
cilities and from rendering service to the Acme plant and to require 
CP&L to remove the facilities which had then been constructed for 
that purpose. 


Lumbee moved for a temporary restraining order, which was de- 
nied by the commission. The construction of the line was completed 
by CP&L and it supplied electric service over these facilities to the 
contractor constructing the Acme plant. CP&L and Acme then moved 
to dismiss the complaint as a matter of law upon the stipulated facts 
and the pleadings. The commission first denied this motion and 
then, upon reconsideration, allowed it. 


The commission found as a fact: ‘“Lumbee does not allege, and 
counsel for Lumbee conceded that it does not propose to show, that 
CP&L will not make a profit or earn a return on the facilities con- 
structed by it to furnish electric service to the Acme premises.” 
While this is not a fact stipulated, it is true that the complaint does 
not contain any allegation with reference to this matter. 


The commission concluded: “There is no question but that, un- 
der G.S. 62-110.2(b) (5), CP&L has the right to provide electric ser- 
vice to the Acme plant or ‘premises’ in this case. * * * [W]hether 
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or not there may be duplication, is not an issue in this proceeding, 
* * * [E]ven if duplication should exist it would not deprive the 
consumer of its statutory right to choose its electric supplier or de- 
prive CP&L of its statutory right to serve.” 


Crisp, Twiggs & Wells for appellant. 


Edward B. Hipp and Larry G. Ford for North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, appellee. 


Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., Charles F. Rouse and W. Reid Thomp- 
son for Carolina Power & Light Company, appellee. 


McLean & Stacy for intervenor appellee. 


LAKE, J. 


Acme desires to purchase from CP&L the electric power it re- 
quires for the operation of its manufacturing plant. CP&L desires 
to sell that power to Acme. They have entered into a contract for 
such purchase and sale. We are not required to determine whether 
Acme could compel an unwilling CP&L to serve it. 


Lumbee is a customer of CP&L. We are not, however, presently 
required to determine whether, as such customer, it may bring a 
proceeding before the Utilities Commission to prevent CP&L from 
constructing an extension of CP&L’s facilitics on the theory that 
such extension will be unprofitable and, therefore, may, at some fu- 
ture date, make it necessary for CP&L to charge Lumbce rates 
higher than CP&I. would otherwise need in order to earn a fair re- 
turn on the fair value of CP&L’s total] plant. Lumbee does not pro- 
ceed here upon that theory. While it does not stipulate that CP&L 
will derive from its service to Acme a fair return upon that portion 
of its total rate base attributable to such service, Lumbee does not 
allege the contrary. It proceeds here upon the theory that it, as a 
supplier of electrie power, has the exclusive right to serve Acme 
though Acme prefers another supplier. 


Again, we do not presently have before us the question of 
Lumbee’s right to have the Utilities Commission assign to Lumbee, 
as its exclusive service area, any territory pursuant to GS. 62- 
110.2(c). That statute confers upon the commission the authority, 
and imposes upon it the duty, to make such assignments to electric 
membership corporations, such as Lumbee, and to electric utility 
companies, such as CP&L, of all territory outside the corporate 
limits of municipalities and more than 800 feet from the lines of any 
such supplier. It provides that “in order to avoid unnecessary dupli- 
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cation of electric facilities,’ the commission shall, ‘as soon as prac- 
ticable after January 1, 1966,” so assign all such territory “in ac- 
cordance with public convenience and necessity.” The record before 
us shows that, despite the passage of three years, there has been no 
such division of such territory in Robeson County, either by agree- 
ment of the suppliers or by order of the commission. Originally, in 
this proceeding Lumbee combined its prayer for a restraining order 
against CP&L with its application for an order so assigning to 
Lumbee the territory which includes the Acme plant. However, 
Lumbee did not except to the order of the commission which sep- 
arated its application for such assignment of territory from its com- 
plaint against CP&L. Only the latter was heard by the commission 
and it alone is now before us. 


Thus, the question before us 1s whether Lumbee, as a competitor 
of CP&L, has a right, in the absence of such assignment of territory 
by the commission and in the absence of any contract between Lum- 
bee and CP&L or between Lumbee and Acme, to an order by the 
Utilities Commission forbidding CP&L to serve Acme in accordance 
with Acme’s request. Lumbee asserts that it is entitled to the entry 
of such order solely because, at the time Acme’s mitial need for ser- 
vice arose, Lumbee had in operation a single-phase power line within 
300 feet of a portion of Acme’s plant, and a three-phase line a short 
distance further therefrom, whereas CP&L had to build approxi- 
mately four miles of hne, substantially paralleling and duplicating 
ILumbee’s line, in order to reach the Acme plant. 


{1, 2] In the absence of a valid grant of such right by statute, or 
by an administrative order issued pursuant to statutory authority, 
and in the absence of a valid contract with its competitor or with the 
person to be served, a supplier of electric power, or other public 
utility service, has no territorial monopoly, or other right to prevent 
its competitor from serving anvone who desires the competitor to 
do so. In Membership Corp. v. Power Co., 258 N.C. 278, 128 S.E. 2d 
405, this Court said, “Unless compelled by some cogent reason, one 
seeking electric service should not be denied the right to choose be- 
tween vendors.” In Membership Corp. v. Light Co., 255 N.C. 258, 
120 S.E. 2d 749, and in Light Co. v. Electric Membership Corp., 211 
N.C. 717, 192 S.E. 105, this Court recognized that, except as re- 
stricted by contract, electric membership corporations and public 
utility companies supplying electricity are free to compete in the 
rural areas of this State, notwithstanding the fact that such compe- 
tition may result in substantial duplication of electric power lines 
and other facilities. 
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[3, 4] It is well settled that the police power of the State is broad 
enough to include a statute providing that a public utility company, 
desiring to serve a new area, must obtain from the Utilities Com- 
mission a certificate that public convenience and necessity requires 
the proposed extension of its distribution facilities. It is, however, 
equally well settled that the Utilities Commission is a creature of 
the Legislature and has no authority to restrict competition between 
suppliers of electricity, except insofar as that authority has been 
conferred upon it by statute. Utilities Com. v. Motor Lines, 240 
N.C. 166, 81 S.E. 2d 404; Utilrires Com. v. Greyhound Corp., 224 
N.C. 298, 29 S.E. 2d 909. 


[5-7] Obviously, the commission may not, by its rules or order, 
forbid the exercise of a right expressly conferred by statute. See 
Utilities Com. v. R. R., 224 N.C. 283, 29 S.E. 2d 912. The legislative 
body is under no compulsion to exercise the police power of the 
State to its fullest extent, or to exercise it In a manner which the 
courts, or an administrative agency, may deem wise or best suited 
to the public welfare. Zopfi v. City of Wilmington, 273 N.C. 480, 
160 S.E. 2d 325; In Re Markham, 259 N.C. 566, 131 S.E. 2d 329. It 
is for the Legislature, not for this Court or the Utilities Commission, 
to determine whether the policy of free competition between sup- 
pliers of electric power or the policy of territorial monopoly or an 
intermediate policy is in the public interest. If the Legislature has 
enacted a statute declaring the right of a supplier of electricity to 
serve, notwithstanding the availability of the service of another sup- 
plier closer to the customer, neither this Court nor the Utilities Com- 
mission may forbid service by such suppher merely because it will 
necessitate an uneconomic or unsightly duplication of transmission 
or distribution lines. In such event, it is immaterial whether the 
Legislature has imposed upon such supplier a correlative duty to 
serve. 


[8] In the light of these principles, we turn to G.S. 62-110.2, en- 
acted in 1965, prior to which time there was no restraint upon com- 
petition in rural areas between electric membership corporations 
and public utility suppliers of electric power except as established 
by contract. Membership Corp. v. Light Co., supra. 


The former absence of statutory provisions restricting competi- 
tion between electric membership corporations and public utility 
suppliers of electric power gave rise to many contracts between 
these two types of suppliers designed to fix their respective territorial 
rights, which contracts, in turn, gave rise to much litigation. See 
Membership Corp. v. Power Co., supra. In the hope of putting an 
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end to or reducing this turmoil, the 1965 Legislature enacted GS. 
62-110.2, the language of which was the result of collaboration and 
agreement between the two types of suppliers. 


Subsection (c) of this statute provides for the assignment of ter- 
ritory by the commission above mentioned. Subsection (b) of this 
statute sets forth in ten numbered paragraphs specific rules govern- 
ing the right of suppliers to serve in situations there described. Pro- 
visions pertinent to this appeal are as follows: 


“(b) In areas outside of municipalities, electric suppliers 
shall have rights and be subject to restrictions as follows: 


“(1) Every electric supplier shall have the right to serve 
all premises being served by it, or to which any of its fa- 
cilities for service are attached, on April 20, 1965. 


(2) Every electric supplier shall have the right, sub- 
ject to subdivision (4) of this subsection, to serve all prem- 
ises initially requiring electric service after April 20, 1965 
which are located wholly within 300 feet of such electric sup- 
plier’s lines as such lines exist on April 20, 1965, except prem- 
ises which, on said date, are being served by another electric 
supplier or to which any of another electric supplier’s facil- 
ities for service are attached. 


“(3) Every electric supplier shall have the right, sub- 
ject to subdivision (4) of this subsection, to serve all prem- 
ises initially requiring electric service after April 20, 1965 
which are located wholly within 300 feet of lines that such 
electric supplier constructs after April 20, 1965 to serve con- 
sumers that it has the right to serve, except premises located 
wholly within a service area assigned to another electric sup- 
plier pursuant to subsection (c) hereof. 


(4) Any premises initially requiring electric service af- 
ter April 20, 1965, which are located wholly or partially within 
300 feet of the lines of one electric supplier and also wholly 
or partially within 3800 feet of the lines of another electric 
supplier, as each of such supplier’s lines exist on April 20, 
1965, or as extended to serve consumers that the supplier has 
the right to serve, may be served by such one of said electric 
suppliers which the consumer chooses, and any electric sup- 
plier not so chosen by the consumer shall not thereafter fur- 
nish service to such premises. 


“(5) Any premises initially requiring electric service af- 
ter April 20, 1965 which are not located wholly within 300 
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feet of the lines of any electric supplier and are not located 
partially within 300 feet of the lines of two or more electric 
suppliers may be served by any electric supplier which the 
consumer chooses, unless such premises are located wholly or 
partially within an area assigned to an electric supplier pur- 
suant to subsection (c) hereof, and any electric supplier not 
so chosen by the consumer shall not thereafter furnish ser- 
vice to such premises. 
% * ad 

“(10) No electric supplier shall furnish electric service 

to any premises in this State outside the limits of any in- 


corporated city or town except as permitted by this section 
%* # % 9? 


[9] Subsection (a)(1) of this statute defines “premises” to mean 
“the building, structure, or facility to which electricity is being or 
is to be furnished,” subject to a proviso not presently material. Con- 
sequently, it is the plant of Acme, and not the tract upon which it 
is located, which constitutes the “premises” here involved, as that 
term is used in subsection (b). Thus, paragraph (1) of subsection 
(b), above quoted, does not confer upon Lumbee the right to serve 
the Acme plant by reason of Lumbee’s former service to the resi- 
dence and the electric signs previously located on this tract. For the 
same reason, the “premises” here involved are located partially but 
not wholly within 300 feet of where Lumbee’s single-phase line was 
when Acme’s initial need for electric service arose. Consequently, 
the right of CP&L to construct its line here in question and to serve 
the Acme plant is governed by paragraphs (3), (4) and (5), above 
quoted. 


CP&L’s right, if any, under paragraphs (3) and (4) of subsec- 
tion (b), to serve Acme arises by reason of its extension of its lines 
after April 20, 1965, for the purpose of serving Acme and, there- 
fore, depends upon the right of CP&L to extend its lines for that 
purpose. Thus, the controlling provision of the statute is para- 
graph (5). 


[10] At the time this proceeding was commenced, and prior thereto, 
the location of the Acme plant was not wholly within 300 feet of 
any line of any electric supplier, nor was it partially within 300 
feet of the lines of two or more electric suppliers. As of that time, 
paragraph (5) of subsection (b) of the statute plainly and unequi- 
vocally established the right of Acme to choose CP&L as its sup- 
plier and the right of CP&L to serve this plant if Acme so chose it. 
Acme did so choose. Thus, the line constructed to the plant by CP&L 
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after April 20, 1965 was constructed to serve a consumer CP&L had 
the right to serve. This brought paragraphs (8) and (4) of subsec- 
tion (b) of the statute into operation. Since the statute expressly 
conferred upon CP&L the right to serve this plant, the Utilities 
Commission was not authorized to forbid CP&L to do so merely be- 
cause Lumbee desired to perform the service and could reach the 
plant by an extension of its lines substantially shorter than the lines 
required to be built by CP&L. 


We express no opinion as to the authority of the Utilities Com- 
mission, on its own motion or upon complaint, to forbid construction 
by a public utility company for the purpose of serving a customer 
located similarly to Acme upon an allegation and a showing that 
such construction would be so wasteful of that supplier’s own finan- 
cial resources as to endanger its future capacity to serve adequately 
at reasonable rates. Lumbee does not allege such a situation. 


[11-13] Lumbee contends that since the Act of 1965 inserted 
G.S. 62-110.2 into the chapter of the General Statutes relating to 
the regulation of public utility companies, this statute must be read 
in connection with other provisions of that chapter and, conse- 
quently, the powers conferred upon the commission by those other 
sections apply also to the specific situations dealt with in G.S. 62- 
110.2. It is a well established principle of statutory construction 
that a section of a statute dealing with a specific situation controls, 
with respect to that situation, other sections which are general in 
their application. Utihties Commission v. Coach Co., 236 N.C. 583, 
73 S.E. 2d 562. In such situation the specially treated situation js 
regarded as an exception to the general provision. Young v. Davis, 
182 N.C. 200, 108 S.E. 630. This rule of construction is especially 
applicable where the specific provision is the later enactment. Food 
Stores v. Board of Alcoholic Control, 268 N.C. 624, 151 S.E. 2d 582. 
It is true, as contended by Lumbee, that when statutes “deal with 
the same subject matter, they must be construed in part materia 
and harmonized to give effect to each.” Gravel Co. v. Taylor, 269 
N.C. 617, 153 S.E. 2d 19. When, however, the section dealing with 
a specific matter is clear and understandable on its face, it requires 
no construction. Highway Commission v. Hemphill, 269 N.C. 535, 
153 8.E. 2d 22; Davis v. Granite Corporation, 259 N.C. 672, 131 S.E. 
2d 3385; Long v. Smitherman, 251 N.C. 682, 111 S.E. 2d 834. In such 
ease, ‘the Court is without power to interpolate or superimpose con- 
ditions and limitations which the statutory exception does not of 
itself contain.” Board of Architecture v. Lee, 264 N.C. 602, 142 S.E. 
2d 648. 
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It is for the Legislature, not the Court or the Utilities Commis- 
sion, to determine whether a special provision should be made for 
the regulation of competition between electric membership corpora- 
tions and public utility companies rendering electric service. Here, 
the Legislature has made that determination in clear, unequivocal 
terms. Consequently, it was unnecessary for the Utilities Commission 
to inquire into or determine the general economic or esthetic effect 
and advisability of the duplication of Lumbee’s line by CP&L. In 
view of the policy expressly declared by the Legislature, such deter- 
mination by the commission would have been immaterial. Conse- 
quently, the commission properly dismissed the complaint without 
making such inquiry. 


Affirmed. 
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BOWEN v. GARDNER 
No. 30 PC, 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 529. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals allowed 1 April 1969. 


CRAWFORD v. BOARD OF EDUCATION 
No. 16 PC. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 348. 


Petition for writ of certeorary to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals allowed 5 March 1969. 


JERNIGAN v. R. R. CO. 
No. 24 PC. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 408. 


Petition for writ of certiorara to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals allowed 5 March 1969. 


PRICE v. TOMRICH CORPORATION 
No. 26 PC. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 402. 


Petition for writ of certiorarn to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals allowed 1 April 1969. 


STATE v. CHANCE 
No. 20 PC. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 489. 


Petition for writ of certiorarn to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 5 March 1969. 
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STATE v. COOPER 
No. 28 PC. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 308. 


Petition for writ of certiorar. to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals allowed 12 March 1969. 


STATE v. JONES 
No. 81 PC. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 455. 


Petition for writ of certiorary to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals allowed 1 April 1969. 


STATE v. PERRY 
No. 18 PC. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 356. 


Petition for writ of certiorcr to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 5 March 1969. 


STATE v. WEAVER 
Nos. 22-PC and 14. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 439. 


Petition for writ of certiorar. to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 3 March 1969. Appeal of right dismissed for lack of 
substantial constitutional question 3 March 1969. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. CHARLES E. JOHNSON, Arias CHARLES 
E. JONES, anp HERMAN NATHANIEL McCOY 


No. 18 
(Filed 14 May 1969) 


1. Constitutional Law § 80— right to speedy trial— undue delay in 
return of indictment 


Defendant was denied his constitutional right to a speedy trial, entitling 
him to a dismissal of the prosecution, where there was a four year delay 
between the issuance of the arrest warrant charging defendant with a 
felony and the return of the indictment, and where the record shows that 
(1) the delay was the purposeful and deliberate choice of the solicitor, 
even though the defendant was in prison on another charge and was 
available for trial at all times and even though the State’s witness was 
also continuously available for trial, and (2) the four year delay created 
the reasonable possibility that prejudice resulted to defendant in that had 
the indictment and the trial promptly followed the issuance of the war- 
rant, the trial judge at an earlier trial might have allowed the sentence 
for this prosecution to run concurrently with sentences in other offenses. 


2. Constitutional Law § 80—- right to speedy trial 


The fundamental law of the State secures to every person formally 
accused of crime the right to a speedy and impartial trial, as does the 
Sixth Amendment to the Federal Constitution (made applicable to the 
State by the Fourteenth Amendment). 


8. Constitutional Law § 80— _ speedy trial — applicable to convicts 


A convict, confined in the penitentiary for an unrelated crime, is not 
excepted from the constitutional guarantee of a speedy trial of any other 
charges pending against him. 


4, Constitutional Law § 80-—— speedy trial — factors considered 


The four interrelated factors to be considered in determining whether 
defendant has been denied his constitutional right to a speedy trial are: 
the length of the delay, the cause of the delay, waiver by the defendant, 
and prejudice to the defendant. 


5. Constitutional Law § 30— _ speedy trial — purpose 
The guarantee of a speedy trial is designed to protect a defendant from 
the dangers inherent in a prosecution which has been negligently or ar- 
bitrarily delayed by the State, prolonged imprisonment, anxiety and public 
distrust engendered by untried accusations of crime, lost evidence and 
witnesses, and impaired memories. 


6. Constitutional Law § 80— _ speedy trial — burden of proof 


The burden is on an accused who asserts the denial of his right to a 
speedy trial to show that the delay was due to the neglect or wilfulness 
of the prosecution. 


7. Constitutional Law § 80— _ speedy trial— delay by defendant 
A defendant who has himself caused the delay of his trial, or acquiesced 
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in it, will not be allowed to convert the guarantee of a speedy trial, de 
signed for his protection, into a vehicle in which to escape justice. 


8. Constitutional Law § 30— speedy trial — delay in serving warrant 

After a complaint has been filed, an inordinate delay in serving the 

warrant or in securing an indictment will violate the right to a speedy 
trial. 


9. Criminal Law § 8— limitation of actions — felony 
In this State no statute of limitations bars the prosecution of a felony. 


10. Constitutional Law § 80-—~- speedy trial — effect of statute releas- 
ing defendant from custody 
G.S. 15-10, which merely provides that under certain circumstances a 
defendant who has not been speedily tried shall be released from custody, 
does not require that the prosecution against defendant be dismissed. 


11. Constitutional Law § 30— _ = speedy trial — effect of legislation 
The constitutional guarantee of a speedy trial imposes the only limita- 
tion upon purposeful and oppressive delays between the date of a felonious 
offense and the commencement of the prosecution, and this guarantee can- 
not be impinged by legislative limitation. 


12. Constitutional Law § 30— speedy trial — status of the accused 
There is little, if any, difference in the dilemma which unreasonable 
delay in trial creates for the suspect who was belatedly charged, the ac- 
eused named in a warrant promptly issued but belatedly served, and the 
indicted defendant whose trial has been unduly postponed. 


13. Constitutional Law § 80-—- demand for speedy trial — waiver of 
right 
A defendant who has been indicted is in a position to demand a speedy 
trial, and if he does not do so he will waive his right to the constitutional 
guarantee. 


14. Constitutional Law § 30— _ speedy trial— no duty of defendant to 
demand indictment 
Defendant who had been charged with the felony of armed robbery in 
an arrest warrant was under no duty to demand that an indictment be 
brought against him in order to secure his constitutional right to a speedy 
trial. 


15. Constitutional Law § 30; Criminal Law § 91— _ speedy trial — 
possibility of delay 
The possibility of unavoidable delay is inherent in every criminal ac- 
tion. 


16. Constitutional Law § 30— speedy trial — good-faith delays — op- 
pressive delays 

The constitutional guarantee to a speedy trial does not outlaw good- 

faith delays which are reasonably necessary for the State to prepare 

and present its ease; the proscription is against purposeful or oppressive 
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delays and those which the prosecution could have avoided by reasonable 
effort. 


17. Constitutional Law § 80; Solicitors— duty of prosecuting officers 


— initiation of prosecution 

It is the duty of prosecuting officers to file formal charges when their 
case against a suspect is complete and the testimony to convict him is at 
hand, and to serve the warrant within a reasonable time thereafter. 


18. Constitutional Law § 30; Solicitors— duty of prosecuting officers 


— arraignment and trial 


After initiating a prosecution the State has the duty to arraign the 
defendant and see that he is speedily brought to trial. 


19. Criminal Law § 138— eligibility for parole 


Defendant who has served one-fourth of his sentence is eligible for 
parole, G.S. 148-58. 


20. Constitutional Law § 380— denial of right to speedy trial — dis- 


missal of prosecution 


When there has been an atypical delay in issuing a warrant or in se- 
curing an indictment and the defendant shows (1) that the prosecution 
deliberately and unnecessarily caused the delay for the convenience or 
supposed advantage of the State and (2) that the length of the delay 
created a reasonable possibility of prejudice, defendant has been denied 
his right to a speedy trial and the prosecution must be dismissed. 


* 


21. Constitutional Law § 30— _ speedy trial — four-year delay in secur- 
ing indictment 


A delay of four years in securing an indictment is, nothing else ap- 
pearing, an unusual and an undue delay. 


AppraL, under G.S. 7A-30, by defendant Johnson from the de- 
cision of the Court of Appeals (8 N.C. App. 420, 165 S.E. 2d 27), 
which found no error in his trial before Parker, J., 25 March 1968 
Session of Nasu. 


Appellant was tried upon a bill of indictment returned at the 
November 1967 Session of Nash. It charges that on 25 October 1963, 
in the place of business of Bruce Murray, Johnson threatened the 
life of Wiliam Hatch with a pistol and feloniously took from him 
and carried away $115.00 belonging to Murray. At the same time 
an indictment charging Herman Nathaniel McCoy with the iden- 
tical offense was returned. The two bills were consolidated for trial. 


Before the jury was impaneled, each defendant moved that the 
prosecution be dismissed because his right to a speedy trial, “as 
guaranteed by the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Consti- 
tution of the United States,’ had been violated. The court, after 
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finding facts, which will be summarized in the opinion, overruled 
the motion. 


The evidence for the State tended to show: About 1:00 a.m. on 
25 October 1963, while William Hatch, an employee of Bruce Mur- 
ray, was on duty alone at Murray’s Esso Service Station in Sharps- 
burg, Johnson and McCoy, after threatening him with a pistol, took 
approximately $115.00 from the cash register and fled. Two days 
later, in the Wilson County jail, Hatch identified McCoy as the 
man who held the gun on him and Johnson as the one who removed 
the money. On 1 November 1968, G. O. Womble, Sheriff of Nash 
County, obtained warrants charging the two men with armed rob- 
bery. On that day, in the office of the Chief of Police of Wilson, 
both Johnson and McCoy, after each had been fully warned of his 
constitutional rights (as these rights were understood prior to the 
decision in Afiranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 4386, 16 L. Ed. 2d 694, 86 
S. Ct. 1602), made full confessions. These corroborated Hatch’s ver- 
sion of the episode in every detail. Each also implicated one James 
Stewart, who (they said) had driven the automobile used in the 
robbery. After the three divided the money the next day, Stewart 
left; the other two had not seen him since. 


Defendants offered no evidence; each was convicted of the crime 
charged. Upon each, the judge imposed a sentence of not less than 
ten nor more than fifteen years, to begin at the expiration of the 
twenty-year sentence imposed upon him at the 6 December 1963 
Session of Wilson upon another charge of armed robbery. Both ap- 
pealed to the Court of Appeals, which found no error in the trial. 
Only Johnson appealed to this Court. 


Attorney General T. W. Bruton by Deputy Attorney General 
Ralph Moody for the State. 


Cleveland P. Cherry. for Charles E. Johnson, alias Charles E. 
Jones, defendant appellant. 


SHARP, J. 


[1] Defendant’s first assignment of error is that the trial judge 
erred in overruling his motion to dismiss this prosecution because he 
had been denied his constitutional right to a speedy trial. The facts 
upon which defendant bases this motion are not in dispute: 


On 1 November 1963, the seventh day after the robbery, Sheriff 
Womble obtained warrants charging Johnson and McCoy with the 
crime. At that time Johnson and McCoy were in jail in Wilson 
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County, charged with having committed during the week of the 
Nash County robbery four other armed robberies, one in Edgecombe 
County and three in Wilson County. In addition, appellant Johnson 
was charged in Edgecombe with the crime of felonious assault. On 
the same day the sheriff obtained the warrants, he read them to 
Johnson and McCoy in the Wilson County jail. The warrants were 
not formally served on them because, Womble said, he lacked au- 
thority to act in Wilson County. However, at that time (Judge 
Parker found) defendants “understood thoroughly the contents” of 
the warrants. At this point, the sheriff did nothing further to ad- 
vance the trial of this action. 


At the 11 November 1963 Session of Edgecombe, Johnson entered 
pleas of guilty in the two cases pending against him there. They 
were consolidated for judgment and one sentence of fifteen years in 
the State’s prison was imposed by the Honorable George M. Foun- 
tain, Judge Presiding in the Seventh Judicial District (Wilson, 
Edgecombe, and Nash counties). At the December 1963 Session of 
Wilson, Johnson also entered pleas of guilty to the three indictments 
pending there, and Judge Fountain imposed concurrent sentences of 
twenty, ten, and twenty years in the State’s prison. These sentences 
ran concurrently with the Edgecombe County sentence. 


Four years later, at the November 1967 Session of Nash, the 
grand jury returned the bill of indictment charging Johnson and 
McCoy with the Nash County robbery. Sheriff Womble said he 
could have secured the indictment in December 1963 but did not do 
so because he had been attempting, without success, to locate “a 
third party,” who was involved in the case. By November 1967, 
however, he was convinced he would never find that party. On 29 
September 1967 he had filed a detainer against defendant with the 
Department of Correction. 


At no time did either defendant ever request or demand a trial 
of the charge contained in the unserved warrant. 


At the January 1968 Session counsel was appointed for both de- 
fendants and the case continued until March at their request. At the 
hearing upon defendant’s motion to dismiss, Johnson’s attorney tes- 
tified that the case was then so old he could find nobody who re- 
membered anything about it; that defendant did not give him the 
names of any witnesses and said that he could not remember where 
he was on 25 October 1963. 


Mr. Roy R. Holdford, Jr., since 1 January 1963, the solicitor of 
the Second Solicitorial District (which included, inter alia, Wilson, 
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Edgecombe and Nash counties) testified that in 1963 he disposed of 
1,700 cases. He had no recollection of Johnson and McCoy prior to 
29 January 1968, although he had probably talked to Sheriff Womble 
when the defendants were tried in Wilson County. 


In support of their motion, defendants introduced certified copies 
of the bills of indictment returned in Edgecombe and Wilson coun- 
ties, the four commitments from Wilson County, and a letter to 
Johnson’s attorney from the Deoartment of Correction. This letter, 
dated 13 February 1968, stated that the Clerk of the Superior Court 
of Nash County had filed the detainer against defendant on 24 
January 1968, and that Johnson’s release was then tentatively 
scheduled 26 December 1977. Neither defendant testified. 


{2-7] Decisions of this Court establish: 


1. The fundamental law of the State secures to every person 
formally accused of erime the right to a speedy and impartial trial, 
as does the Sixth Amendment to the Federal Constitution (made 
applicable to the State by the Fourteenth Amendment, Klopfer v. 
North Carolina, 386 U.S. 213, 18 L. Ed. 2d 1, 87 8. Ct. 988 (1967)). 


2. <A convict, confined jin the penitentiary for an unrelated crime, 
is not excepted from the constitutional guarantee of a speedy trial 
of any other charges pending against him. 


3. Undue delay cannot be categorically defined in terms of days, 
months, or even years; the circumstances of each particular case 
determine whether a speedy trial has been afforded. Four interrelated 
factors bear upon the question: the length of the delay, the cause 
of the delay, waiver by the defendant, and prejudice to the de- 
fendant. 


4. The guarantee of a speedy trial is designed to protect a de- 
fendant from the dangers inherent In a prosecution which has been 
negligently or arbitrarily delayed by the State; prolonged imprison- 
ment, anxiety and public distrust engendered by untried accusations 
of crime, lost evidence and witnesses, and impaired memories. 


5. The burden is on an accused who asserts the denial of his 
right to a speedy trial to show that the delay was due to the neglect 
or willfulness of the prosecution. A defendant who has himself caused 
the delay, or acquiesced in it, will not be allowed to convert the 
guarantee, designed for his protection, into a vehicle in which to 
escape justice. State v. Hollars, 266 N.C. 45, 145 S.E. 2d 309; State 
v. Lowry, 263 N.C. 536, 189 S.E. 2d 870, appeal dismissed, 382 US. 
22,15 L. Ed. 2d 16, 86 8. Ct. 227 (1965); State v. Patton, 260 N.C. 
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359, 182 S.E. 2d 891, cert. denied, 376 U.S. 956, 11 L. Ed. 2d 974, 
84 8. Ct. 977 (1964); State v. Webb, 155 N.C. 426, 70 S.E. 1064. 


The North Carolina cases which establish the foregoing principles 
dealt with delays between the return of the indictment and the trial. 
This case involves a pre-indictment delay and the question when 
the right to a speedy trial first attaches. It requires us to decide 
whether the interval between the time the State acquired evidence 
sufficient to justify defendant’s prosecution (at which time a war- 
rant for his arrest was secured) and the time it procured the in- 
dictment, constituted a delay violating his right to a speedy trial. 


It has generally been held that federal and state constitutional 
guarantees of a speedy trial were inapplicable to delays in com- 
mencing a prosecution; that prior to the time a defendant was actu- 
ally charged he was not an “accused” and the right to a speedy 
trial arose only after a formal complaint had been lodged. State v. 
LeVien, 44 N.J. 328, 209 A. 2d 97 (1965); 21 Am. Jur. 2d Crimonal 
Law § 248 (1965); see State v. Hodge, 153 Conn. 564, 219 A. 2d 
367 (1966); People v. Hayciuk, 36 Ill. 2d 500, 224 N.E. 2d 250 
(1961); Note: The Lagging Right to a Speedy Trial, 51 Va. L. Rev. 
1587, 1588, 1613 (1965); Note: Justice Overdue, 5 Stan. L. Rev. 95, 
99-100 (1952). The federal courts have held that an accused’s 
right to have a prosecution dismissed because of a delay between 
the date of the offense and commencement of criminal prosecution 
is controlled by the applicable statute of limitations and not by the 
Sixth Amendment. United States v. Panczko, 367 F. 2d 737 (7th 
Cir. 1966); Bruce v. United States, 351 F. 2d 318 (5th Cir. 1965) ; 
Nickens v. United States, 323 F. 2d 808 (D. C. Cir. 1963) and cases 
cited therein; 22A CJ.S., Criminal Law § 474 (1961). However, in 
Ross v. United States, 349 F. 2d 210 (D. C. Cir. 1965), a delay of 
seven months between offense (narcotic violation) and formal com- 
plaint was held to have deprived the defendant of due process. In 
Ross, the record disclosed (1) a purposeful delay of seven months 
between offense and arrest, (2) the defendant’s plausible claim of 
inability to recall or reconstruct the events of the day of the offense, 
and (3) a trial in which the government’s case consisted of the rec- 
ollection of one witness refreshed by a notebook. Zd. at 215. In 
Taylor v. United States, 238 F. 2d 259 (D. C. Cir. 1956), the court 
added “the long delay in the return of the indictment (3 years, 7 
months)” to the government’s two-year delay thereafter in trying 
the defendant and held that, considering all the factors involved, the 
defendant had been denied a speedy trial. Accord, Petition of 
Provoo, 17 F. R. D. 188 (D. Md. 1955), affirmed, 350 U.S. 857, 100 
L. Ed. 761, 76 8S. Ct. 101 (1955). 
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[8] After a complaint has been filed an inordinate delay in serv- 
ing the warrant or in securing an indictment will violate the right to 
a speedy trial. 21 Am. Jur. 2d Criminal Law § 248 (1965); Annot., 
Delay between filing of complaint or other charge and arrest of ac- 
cused as violation of right of speedy trial, 85 A.L.R. 2d 980 (1962) ; 
Ex parte Trull, 13838 Kan. 165, 298 P. 775 (1981); Jones v. State, 250 
Miss. 186, 164 So. 2d 799 (1964); 21 Am. Jur. 2d Criminal Law § 
248 (1965). See Note: The Right to a Speedy Trial, 20 Stan. L. Rev. 
476, 482-85 (1968). 


The situation of one against whom a warrant has been issued 
but not served and that of “the potential] defendant” — the suspect 
who has not been formally charged — is practically the same. The 
question whether the latter is within the speedy-trial guaranty 1s, 
as pointed out by the Illinois court in People v. Hryciuk, supra, of 
comparatively recent origin. 20 Stan. L. Rev. 476, 485-493 (1968) ; 
see 5 Stan. L. Rev. 95 (1952). In Hrycituk, the defendant was ar- 
rested on 14 March 19389 for a rape, to which he then confessed. 
Two days later he confessed to a 1937 murder. He was not indicted 
for the murder but was tried anc: convicted for rape. In March 1958, 
in a post-conviction proceeding he was granted a new trial on the 
rape conviction. The following day he was indicted for the 1937 
murder. In June 1955, he was convicted on the murder charge. On 
appeal, his sole contention was that he had been denied his consti- 
tutional right to a speedy trial. The question, said the Illinois Su- 
preme Court, was “whether the 14 year delay between the time 
when the State had all the available evidence in its possession and 
the time when it chose to seek an indictment was so long and op- 
pressive that the defendant was deprived of his right to a speedy 
trial.” Id. at 501, 224 N.E. 2d at 251. In answering the question YEs, 
the court declined to find that the prosecution had acted in bad 
faith. It was enough that “the delay was a deliberate and calculated 
one. From a delay of fourteen years, a presumption of prejudice 
arises, . . .” Id. at 504, 224 N.E. 2d at 252. Accord, Barker v. 
Municipal Court, 51 Cal. Rptr. 921, 415 P. 2d 809 (1966); Rost v. 
Municipal Court, 184 Cal. App. 2d 507, 7 Cal. Rptr. 869, 85 A.L.R. 
2d 974 (1960); Petition of Provoo, supra. 


[9-11] In this State no statute of limitations bars the prosecution 
of a felony. State v. Burnett, 184 N.C. 783, 115 S.E. 57. (See GS. 
15-1 for the limitation upon misdemeanors.) G.S. 15-10 merely pro- 
vides that under certain circumstances a defendant who has not 
been speedily tried shall be released from custody. It does not re- 
quire that the prosecution against him be dismissed. State v. Patton, 
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supra. The constitutional guarantee of a speedy trial, therefore, im- 
poses the only limitation upon purposeful and oppressive delays be- 
tween the date of a felonious offense and the commencement of the 
prosecution. Of course, no legislative limitation could impimge upon 
the constitutional guaranty, Rost v. Municipal Court, supra. 


[12] We can see little, if any, difference in the dilemma which 
unreasonable delay creates for the suspect who was belatedly charged, 
the accused named in a warrant promptly issued but belatedly served, 
and the indicted defendant whose trial has been unduly postponed. 
The same considerations which impel prompt action in the one situ- 
ation are equally critical in the others. “Indeed, a suspect may be at 
a special disadvantage when complaint or indictment, or arrest, is 
purposefully delayed. With no knowledge that criminal charges are 
to be brought against him, an innocent man has no reason to fix in 
his memory the happenings on the day of the alleged crime. Memory 
grows dim with the passage of time. Witnesses disappear. .. .” 
Nickens v. United States, supra at 813 (concurring opinion). See 
Taylor v. United States, supra at 261. 


[13, 14] A defendant who has been indicted is in a position to de- 
mand a speedy trial. Indeed, if he does not do so he will waive his 
right to the constitutional guarantee. State v. Hollars, supra; Annot., 
129 A.L.R. 572 (1940); Annot., 57 A.L.R. 2d 302 (1958). However, 
one who has not been arrested or indicted has no duty to take the 
initiative in his own prosecution, United States v. Kojima, 3 Hawaii 
Fed. 881 (1909). Prior to indictment he cannot demand a speedy 
trial. 


[14] Defendant Johnson, charged with a felony in a warrant 1is- 
sued 1 November 1968, could not have been tried until he was in- 
dicted in November 1967 — four years later. Therefore, the Judge’s 
finding that “at no time since November 1, 1963” had defendant re- 
quested or demanded that he be allowed his constitutional right to 
a speedy trial is irrelevant to the inquiry. As the Supreme Court of 
New Jersey said in State v. LeVien, supra at 326-27, 209 A. 2d at 
99, ‘“[Wle find no authority which would permit one who commits 
a crime to insist on the State’s instituting criminal proceedings. It 
is the prosecutor who in the first instance has the discretion in such 
circumstances.” 


In Day v. State, 50 Okla. Cr. 180, 296 P. 987 (1931), the defend- 
ant had moved to dismiss the prosecution against him because the 
indictment was not returned until approximately one year and one 
month after the homicide. The State made no attempt to show good 
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cause for the delay. The trial court denied the motion; the Court 
of Criminal Appeals reversed, saying: 


“. . It can hardly be argued that one charged with crime and 
held at a preliminary examination for action of the district court is 
required to demand that an information be filed against him in order 
to secure his constitutional right to a speedy trial. There is a differ- 
ence between a demand for a trial by an accused on bail after he 
has been formally charged in a court where a final trial can be 
had and a case such as the instant case, in which no information 
has been filed upon which a final trial can be had.” Jd. at 181-82, 
296 P. at 988. 


[15-18] The possibility of unavoidable delay is inherent in every 
criminal action. The constitutional guarantee does not outlaw good- 
faith delays which are reasonably necessary for the State to prepare 
and present its case. Butts vu. Commonwealth, 145 Va. 800, 183 8.E. 
764 (1926). Speedy trial “does not preclude the rights of public jus- 
tice.” Beavers v. Haubert, 198 U.S. 77, 87, 49 L. Ed. 950, 954, 25 
S. Ct. 573, 576 (1905). Neither a defendant nor the State can be 
protected from prejudice which is an incident of ordinary or rea- 
sonably necessary delay. The proscription is against purposeful or 
oppressive delays and these which the prosecution could have avoided 
by reasonable effort. Pollard v. United States, 352 US. 354, 1 L. 
Ed. 2d 393, 77 S. Ct. 481 (1957). Obviously, the authorities should 
not bring formal charges against a suspect until they have probable 
cause to believe they can prove him guilty; and—din a proper case 
—a reasonable delay may be justified to protect and to promote 
further responsible police investigation. State v. Hodge, supra. 
Ordinarily, however, it is the duty of prosecuting officers to file 
formal charges when their case against a suspect 1s complete and 
the testimony to convict him is at hand, and to serve the warrant 
within a reasonable time thereafter. After initiating a prosecution 
the State has the duty to arraign the defendant and see that he is 
speedily brought to trial. People v. Prosser, 309 N.Y. 353, 130 N.E. 
2d 891, 57 A.L.R. 2d 295 (1955); State v. Milner, 149 N.E. 2d 189 
(Ohio Comm. Pl. Montgomery Cty. 1958); Barker v. Municipal 
Court, supra; Rost v. Municipal Court, supra; Jones v. State, supra. 


[1] The facts in this case negate any valid reason for the State’s 
four-year delay in procuring the indictment. The transcript affirm- 
atively discloses that the delay was the studied choice of the prose- 
cution. On 1 November 1963, Hatch (a continuously available wit- 
ness), had positively identified defendant and McCoy as the two 
men who had committed the robbery. The two men had made a full 
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confession to Sheriff Womble and his deputy. In the confessions 
they had implicated Stewart in their crime. Indictments could have 
been secured at the November 1963 Session of Nash—or at any 
subsequent term — had the prosecuting authorities so desired. Serv- 
ing twenty-year sentences in the State’s prison, defendants’ where- 
abouts were well known and they were at all times available for 
trial. Stewart’s arrest was In no way a prerequisite to the prosecu- 
tion of Johnson and McCoy. Prima facie, however, their testimony 
was necessary to Stewart’s conviction, for —so far as the record de- 
clares—only appellant and McCoy knew of his participation in 
the robbery. Without doubt the sheriff took notice of the possibility 
that, after they had been tried and sentenced, the two men might 
be unwilling to testify against Stewart and that an impending charge 
of crime against them might be very helpful in securing this testi- 
mony for the State. 


The transcript of the trial, conducted four years and five months 
after the commission of the crime charged, engenders no doubt as to 
defendant’s guilt, nor does it suggest that his incarceration during 
the intervening years deprived him of any witness whose testimony 
might have created a doubt. (See faylor v. United States, supra.) 
Obviously, we cannot say with certainty that the record would not 
have been different had defendant been tried in November 1963. 
We can say with assurance, however, that the record discloses the 
possibility of prejudice to defendant from the delay between the is- 
suance of the warrant and the return of the indictment. 


[19] During December 1968, having served one-fourth of his 
twenty-year sentence, defendant was eligible for parole. G.S. 148-58. 
The filing of the detainer on 29 September 1967 could have had only 
an adverse effect upon such consideration. State v. Milner, supra. 


{1] In 1968, when Judge Parker pronounced the twenty-year sen- 
tence in this case, defendant had served approximately four years 
and four months of the twenty-year sentences imposed in Wilson. 
His Honor could, of course, have permitted the Nash County sen- 
tence to run concurrently with the remaining fifteen years and eight 
months of the Wilson judgment. Instead, he directed that the two 
sentences be served consecutively. 


The record suggests that in 1968, when Judge Fountain imposed 
upon defendant the two concurrent twenty-year sentences for armed 
robbery in Wilson, he also took into consideration the Nash robbery, 
to which defendant had confessed in the office of Wilson’s Chief of 
Police. The same solicitor represents Edgecombe, Wilson, and Nash 
counties, and it is inconceivable that when defendant and McCoy 
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entered their pleas in Wilson the law enforcement officers there failed 
to inform him of the Nash County robbery and that he failed to 
inform the judge. The solicitor’s omission to send to the grand jury 
a bill against the two men at the November 1963 Session of Nash 
(when the matter was fresh in his mind) corroborates this view. It 
is reasonable to believe that, had he not considered the matter closed, 
the indictment would have been obtained promptly. He is unable to 
explain the omission because the passage of time has left him with 
no recollection of Johnson, McCoy or Stewart. Certainly, under the 
circumstances, defendant himself was justified in assuming that the 
charges in the unserved warrant had been dropped. 

Had this case been tried during the fall of 1963 the record sug- 
gests (1) that defendant would have pled guilty in Nash just as he 
had done in Edgecombe and Wilson, and (2) that Judge Fountain, 
who had imposed concurrent sentences for the Edgecombe and Wiil- 
son crimes when the whole picture of defendant’s recent conduct 
was before him, would have perraitted the Nash County sentence to 
run concurrently with the others. If so, as of now, the cost of the 
delayed prosecution to defendant is twenty additional years in 
prison. This is, of course, a mazter of conjecture, but the point is 
that such conjecture should not have been allowed to arise. This 
case exemplifies a situation which the speedy-trial guarantee was 
intended to prevent. Indisputably, the delay created both the possi- 
bility and the probability of prejudice. Barker v. Municipal Court, 
supra. 

Here the formal complaint (the warrant for defendant’s arrest) 
was filed, as it should have been, at the time the State’s investigation 
of the robbery was complete and the testimony to convict defendant 
of it was available. At the same time, the duty devolved upon the 
prosecution to indict defendant promptly and then to try him with- 
out unreasonable delay. Instead of according him his right to a speedy 
trial, however, the prosecution deliberately delayed defendant’s in- 
dictment for four years for the State’s convenience or supposed ad- 
vantage. The apprehension and conviction of criminals are, of course, 
the ultimate and legitimate objectives of dedicated law-enforcement 
officers. In pursuit of this goal, however, they may not impinge upon 
a specific constitutional guarantee intended for the protection of 
“the citizen faced with the loss of his liberty by reason of criminal 
charges.” See Ross v. United States, supra at 218. 

The facts of this case are analogous to those in People v. Kenyon, 
39 Mise. 2d 876, 242 N.Y.S. 2d 156 (1963). In March 1989, three 
indictments for felony were returned against Kenyon. The district 
attorney tried the defendant on one and held the other two until 


276 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 
STATE v, JOHNSON 


1945, when the defendant was tried and convicted. In holding that 
Kenyon had been denied his right to a speedy trial on the second 
and third indictments, the court said that the true motivation of the 
prosecution “must remain unanswered but it is reasonable to infer 
that the attitude was ‘we’ll arraign him on one indictment and hold 
the others for future ammunition.’ Thus the additional indictments 
were a virtual Sword of Damocles, to be kept suspended over the 
head of the defendant. . . .” It also noted that the delay resulted 
in “arrogating to the prosecutor the decision as to defendant’s ob- 
taining possible concurrent sentences.” 242 N.Y.S. 2d at 159. 


Similarly, in State v. Milner, supra, two warrants were filed 
against the defendant while he was incarcerated in the Ohio peniten- 
tiary for another offense. Nine years and one month later, one in- 
dictment was returned and, upon defendant’s parole, he was re- 
turned to Dayton for trial. In dismissing the delayed prosecution, 
McBryde, Judge, noted (1) that this process of trial could extend 
over the lifetime of a defendant against whom several charges were 
pending, and (2) that by merely filing the detainers the police had 
failed to prosecute the criminal action to a point where defendant 
could have demanded a trial. His logic is inescapable: 


‘‘Where more than one charge exists it 1s necessary to dispose of 
all promptly, by consolidation if the facts permit. If consolidation is 
not possible the defendant may be sentenced and returned from con- 
finement to stand trial for the remaining offenses. 


ce * * 


“Delaying the indictment and the trial on one offense after an- 
other, until time is served on each consecutively, and served under 
circumstances described, is a denial of a speedy trial. It requires no 
intellectual gymnastics to see that such a plan designed to indefi- 
nitely extend the punishment and postpone the liberty of an indi- 
vidual is a violation of constitutional rights. 


“The exercise of such control over a form of installment punish- 
ment, compounded by detainers, is a usurpation of the power of the 
court, of the jury, and of the parole board to determine guilt and 
punishment under the indeterminate sentence law. Whether con- 
secutive or concurrent sentences should be imposed for more than 
one offense rests exclusively with the court and it cannot be assumed 
by any other agency.” Jd. at 191-92. 


In this case, we have no occasion to decide when, if ever, a de- 
fendant who moves to dismiss a prosecution on the ground that he 
has been denied a speedy trial must show actual prejudice or under 
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what circumstances, if any, the State must show that a defendant 
suffered no material prejudice beyond that incident to ordinary and 
inevitable delay. We note, however, that, whatever the actualities, 
proof of either prejudice or nonprejudice may well be an impossible 
task. See the discussions of this confused and difficult problem in 
20 Stan. L. Rev. 476, 493-501 (1968), 51 Va. L. Rev., 1587, 1591-97 
(1965). 


[20] We here hold that when there has been an atypical delay in 
issuing a warrant or in securing an indictment and the defendant 
shows (1) that the prosecution deliberately and unnecessarily caused 
the delay for the convenience or supposed advantage of the State; 
and (2) that the length of the delay created a reasonable possibility 
of prejudice, defendant has been denied his right to a speedy trial 
and the prosecution must be dismissed. 


[21] A delay of four years in securing an indictment is, nothing 
else appearing, an unusual and an undue delay. United States v. 
Lustman, 258 F. 2d 475, 477 (2d Cir. 1958), cert. denied, 358 USS. 
880, 3 L. Ed. 2d 109, 79 S. Ct. 118 (1958). The four-year delay in 
this case was the purposeful choice of the prosecution, and it created 
the reasonable possibility that prejudice resulted to defendant. 
Therefore, the action against him must be dismissed. It is so ordered. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed, and the cause 
remanded to that court with instructions that it direct the Superior 
Court to dismiss this prosecution. 


Reversed. 


CECIL D. JERNIGAN, JR, v. ATLANTIC COAST LINE RAILROAD 
COMPANY 


No. 24 
(Filed 14 May 1969) 


1. Evidence § 3— matters of common knowledge — beam of locomotive 
headlights 


It is a matter of common knowledge that a locomotive headlight casts 
an intense but narrow beam far ahead in order that the train crew may 
spot defects in the rails or obstructions on the roadbed. 


2. Railroads § 5— _ crossing accidents —- duty of motorist 


The law casts upon the operator of a motor vehicle a continuing duty 
to look and listen before entering upon a railroad crossing. 
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Negligence § 1— acts constituting negligence — sight and hearing 


Ordinarily, when a diligent use of one’s senses of sight and hearing dis- 
closes danger in time to avoid it, failure to take the proper precaution 
constitutes negligence. 


Railroads § G6— _ crossing accidents — reliance on flagman and warn- 
ing devices 

A plaintiff who knows of the railroad’s custom to have a flagman at a 
crossing to direct traffic and to have the engine’s whistle blowing and its 
bell ringing for a crossing has the right to place some reliance on the 
custom or usage, but plaintiff is not entitled to rely entirely thereon 
and omit the exercise of all ordinary care for his own safety. 


Negligence § 26— burden of proof 


In tort actions involving issues of negligence and contributory negli- 
gence, plaintiff has the burden of showing defendant’s negligence. 


Negligence 8§ 29, 35— non-suit — contributory negligence 


A motion to nonsuit should be sustained unless there is evidence before 
the jury from which it may, but not must, find each material fact neces- 
sary to make out a case of actionable negligence; even then, nonsuit is 
proper if plaintiff's own evidence so clearly establishes his contributory 
negligence as one of the proximate causes of his injury that no other 
reasonable inference may be drawn from that evidence. 


. Appeal and Error § 59— _ = review of nonsuit — discussion of evi- 


dence 


In passing on a judgment of nonsuit, the appellate court must examine 
all the evidence in the record; but if the nonsuit is reversed and the cause 
remanded for trial, the appellate court will ordinarily discuss only so 
much of the evidence as discloses the basis for decision. 


Railroads § 5—- crossing accidents — contributory negligence 


In an action to recover for injuries received when plaintiff motorist 
collided in the nighttime with a train engine standing on a railroad cross- 
ing, plaintiff’s evidence is held not to disclose contributory negligence as 
a matter of law where it shows that the street on which plaintiff ap- 
proached the tracks was on a downgrade and that a trestle above the 
street obstructed plaintiff's view of the tracks until he was within 
seventy-two feet thereof, that the lights of the engine were not visible to 
plaintiff but the lights of a street beyond the tracks were, that plaintiff 
was familiar with the custom of the railroad to place a flagman at this 
crossing to warn of the presence of a train on the crossing, but that there 
was no flagman at the crossing when the accident occurred, and that 
plaintiff first saw the engine partially obstructing his lane of traffic 
when he was within eight to ten feet of the engine but was unable to 
avoid the collision. 


On certiorari to review the decision of the North Carolina Court 


of Appeals (3 N.C. App. 408) affirming judgment of involuntary 
nonsuit entered in the Superior Court of Hatirax County at its 
February, 1968 Civil Session. 


N.C. ] SPRING TERM 1969 279 


JERBNIGAN Uv. R. R. Co. 





Allsbrook, Benton, Knott, Allsbrook & Cranford by Richard B. 
Allsbrook, for the plaintrff. 


Spruill, Trotter & Lane by Charles T. Lane, for the defendant. 


Hicerns, J. 


The plaintiff instituted this civil action to recover for personal 
injuries and property damage he sustained in a grade crossing col- 
lision between his automobile and the defendant’s switch engine. The 
accident occurred about 1:20 on the morning of October 7, 1961 as 
the plaintiff was driving eastward on Third Street in the outskirts 
of Weldon. 


Third Street, a link in U.S. Highway 158, is 36 feet wide. The 
surface is black asphalt divided into two lanes of equal width for 
vehicular traffic east and west. At the foot of a hill, three closely 
parallel yard tracks of the defendant cross Third Street at an angle 
of approximately 80 degrees. To the east of the crossing, and on the 
south side of the street, a service station, though closed, displayed 
a number of lights. At the intersection of Third Street and Wash- 
ington Avenue, (more than a block east of the rail lines), an over- 
head traffic control light was in operation. Neither of these lights 
illuminated the crossing. 


About 300 feet west of the yard tracks, Third Street begins its 
downward slope, described by one of the witnesses as 15 to 20 de- 
grees. Seventy-two feet from the crossing, the main line of the rail- 
road passes over Third Street on a trestle. A motorist driving east- 
ward cannot see the crossing or the lights beyond until he has 
passed under the trestle. 


The pleadings raise issues of negligence, contributory negligence, 
and damages. On the argument here the parties confined the dis- 
cussion to the issue of contributory negligence. They have assumed, 
and properly so, that the plaintiff’s evidence was sufficient to go to 
the jury on the issue of negligence. 


The plaintiff’s evidence disclosed substantially this situation and 
sequence of events: At approximately 1:00 on the morning of Oc- 
tober 7, 1961, the plaintiff and his employee quit work on the plain- 
tiff’s cottage a short distance east of the point where Third Street 
crosses the yard tracks. As they drove west on Third Street, a flag- 
man stopped the automebile at the crossing until switching opera- 
tions there were completed. After about five minutes, the flagman 
gave an all clear signal. The plaintiff and his passenger, after cross- 
ing the yard tracks, proceeded west on Third Street for two miles 
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to a drive-in where the employee transferred to his own automobile. 
On the return home, the plaintiff approached the trestle driving 30 
to 35 miles per hour. His view of the crossing and the street beyond 
had been cut off by the trestle and its abutments. He had reduced 
speed to 15 to 20 miles per hour as he approached the crossing. He 
could then see the lights at the service station and at the intersec- 
tion of Washington Avenue. As he proceeded downgrade, however, 
his automobile lights, though in good working order, did not pick 
up any obstruction in the street until his vehicle leveled off at the 
end of the decline. He was then 8 to 12 feet from the third track 
when he discovered, for the first time, that his traffic lane was not 
clear. 


Notwithstanding his efforts to avoid a collision, the left front of 
his automobile struck the bottom step to the rear platform of the 
stationary switch engine. The surface of the street was black asphalt. 
The defendant’s engine was also black. The plaintiff did not see any 
lights on or about the engine. He did not discover that the rear 
platform protruded into and partially blocked his travel lane. The 
top of this platform was only about five feet above the level of the 
crossing. Hence, there is a permissible inference the plaintiff, on his 
approach, could see the light at the intersection over the platform, 
but due to the blend in the color of the engine and of the street 
surface, and to the steep decline of his approach, his automobile 
light beams were not sufficiently elevated to disclose the protruding 
platform until the automobile was at or near the level of the tracks. 
After discovery, it was then too late to avoid the collision. 


{1] A front and a rear light near the top of the engine were on, 
though neither was visible to the plaintiff who approached from almost 
a right angle. It is a matter of common knowledge that a locomotive 
headlight casts an intense but narrow beam far ahead in order that 
the train crew may spot defects in the rails or obstructions on the 
roadbed. These lights were many feet above the tracks. Their beams 
were focused outside the range of the plaintiff’s view as he ap- 
proached from the west. 


The plaintiff testified he had lived in the vicinity for 10 years. 
He had crossed the yard tracks 6 or 7 times per week, often at night. 
When switching operations interfered with travel on Third Street, 
a flagman was there with a lantern or flare to direct traffic. As the 
plaintiff approached the crossing from the east on his way to the 
drive-in, a switching movement blocked the crossing. The flagman 
present stopped the plaintiff until the street was clear. On the return 
journey 10 minutes later, the accident occurred. No one was present 
to direct traffic. 
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The defendant’s engine was stationary on the track. Insofar as 
the plaintiff could see, it was unlighted and silent—no whistle — 
no bell. Its color approximated the color of the street surface. There 
is evidence that near the top of the engine there were reflector strips 
and spots which became visible if within the beam of approaching 
automobile lights. But the plaintiff’s lights, due to the degree of his 
approach, were not sufficiently elevated to illuminate these reflectors. 
The plaintiff testified his lights neither reflected the markings nor 
gave him notice of the obstruction until, as he said, he was within 
8-10-12 feet of the unlighted, stationary roadblock. 


According to the measurements, the rear platform of the engine 
extended across the center line of Third Street into the plaintiff’s 
travel lane a distance of 7 or 8 “eet. The plaintiff testified his eve- 
sight was good; his automobile was equipped with good lights and 
brakes; he was looking straight ahead, but was unable to see the ob- 
struction until he was too close to avoid the accident. He was driv- 
ing 15 miles per hour at the time he discovered his danger. There 
was no warning sound to disclose the presence of the engine and 
no flagman to direct traffic. The plaintiff introduced evidence of his 
serious personal injuries and extensive damage to his automobile. 


The parties have discussed and cited many cases involving a 
wide variety of factual situations. While the rules of law are easily 
stated, nevertheless, because of factual differences, their proper ap- 
plication presents difficulty. 


[2-4] Asa general rule, the law casts upon the operator of a motor 
vehicle a continuing duty to look and listen before entering upon a 
railroad crossing. Johnson v. Railroad, 255 N.C. 386, 121 S.E. 2d 
580. Ordinarily, when a diligent use of one’s senses of sight and hear- 
ing discloses danger in time to avoid it, failure to take the proper 
precaution constitutes negligence. Parker v. Ratlroad, 232 N.C. 472, 
61 S.E. 2d 370. However, a plaintiff who knows of the railroad’s 
custom to have a flagman at a crossing to direct traffic and to have 
the engine’s whistle blowing and its bell ringing for a crossing has 
“the right to place some reliance on the custom or usage . . . How- 
ever, this rule does not mean that plaintiff could rely entirely on a 
proper performance on the part of the defendant of its custom and 
usage there, and omit the exercise of all ordinary care on his part 
for his own safety, because it was his legal duty to take such pre- 
cautions for his own safety, as an ordinarily prudent man would 
take under the same or similar circumstances.” Ramey v. Railroad, 
262 N.C. 230, 186 S.E. 2d 638. 


The plaintiff’s evidence and the inferences favorable to him which 
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it permits are sufficient to go to the jury on the issue of his contrib- 
utory negligence. The cases cited by the defendant are distinguish- 
able. For example, the cited case of Owens v. Railroad, 258 N.C. 92, 
128 S.E. 2d 4, when properly interpreted, discloses the nonsuit judg- 
ments were sustained, not on the ground of contributory negligence, 
but because of failure of the plaintiff to prove defendant’s neglli- 
gence. Likewise, in Morns v. Railroad, 265 N.C. 587, 144 S.E. 2d 
598, the nonsuit was granted because of failure to offer sufficient evi- 
dence to permit a finding of negligence. 


[5, 6] Generally, in tort actions involving issues of negligence and 
contributory negligence, the law casts upon the plaintiff the burden of 
showing the defendant’s negligence. The court should sustain a mo- 
tion to nonsuit unless there is evidence before the jury from which 
it may, but not must, find each material fact necessary to make out 
a case of actionable negligence. Even then, nonsuit is proper if the 
plaintiff’s own evidence so clearly establishes his contributory neg- 
ligence as one of the proximate causes of his injury that no other 
reasonable inference may be drawn from that evidence. 


“Under proper pleadings, evidence of actionable negligence takes 
the case to the jury unless contributory negligence appears as a 
matter of law. A party whose proof shows his adversary was 
guilty of actionable negligence is entitled to go to the Jury un- 
less he defeats his own cause by showing he was guilty of con- 
tributory negligence as a matter of law. With respect to the 
quantum of proof, there is no essential difference between neg- 
ligence and contributory negligence. On the latter issue the 
parties reverse positions. In determining liability each party is 
charged with the duty of exercising such due care as the exigen- 
cies and circumstances of the occasion may require. If the evi- 
denee is conflicting on issues of negligence and contributory 
negligence, such are issues of fact and require jury determina- 
tion. These issues may not be answered by the court as a matter 
of law.” Southern Railway Co. v. Woltz, 264 N.C. 58. 


“. . (A) motion for judgment of compulsory nonsuit upon 
the ground of contributory negligence should be allowed only 
when the plaintiff’s evidence considered alone and taken in the 
light most favorable to him, together with inferences favorably 
to him which may be reasonably drawn therefrom so clearly 
establishes the defense of contributory negligence that no other 
conclusion may reasonably be drawn.” Atwood v. Holland, 267 
N.C, 722. 


‘“Nonsuit on the issue of contributory negligence should be de- 
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nied when the relevant facts are in dispute or opposite infer- 
ences are permissible from plaintiff’s proof.” Strong’s N.C. In- 
dex, 2d Negligence, § 35, p. 72, citing many cases. 


(7] In passing on a judgment of nonsuit entered in the trial court, 
the appellate court must examine all the evidence in the record. 
However, if the nonsuit is reversed and the cause remanded for trial, 
the appellate court may, and perhaps should in the usual case, dis- 
cuss only so much of the evidence as discloses the basis for decision. 
This is so in order that the jury, in finding the facts, may not be in- 
fluenced by anything except the evidence produced at the trial and 
the court’s charge. 


[8] In this case the plaintiff’s evidence does not disclose his contrib- 
utory negligence as a matter of law. After full review, we conclude: 
(1) the compulsory nonsuit judgment was improvidently entered in 
the Superior Court; and (2) the decision of the Court of Appeals 
affirming the judgment was erroneous. We refrain from discussing or 
deciding any question except that the evidence was sufficient to go 
to the jury on the issues of negligence, contributory negligence, and 
damages. The jury must weigh the evidence and answer the issues 
according to its findings after both parties have been heard or have 
had opportunity to be heard. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is 
Reversed. 


BrancuH, J. did not participate in the decision of this case. 


STATE v. JAMES ELLIS COOPER, PETITIONER 
No. 26 


(Filed 14 May 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 105— motion to nonsuit —- motion to dismiss 
As used in G.S, 15-178, there is no difference in legal significance be- 
tween a motion ‘‘to dismiss the action” and a motion “for judgment as 
in case of nonsuit”, 


2. Criminal Law § 105— motion to dismiss — question presented 


The question presented by defendant’s motion to dismiss the action is 
whether the evidence was sufficient to warrant its submission to the jury 
and to support a verdict of guilty of the criminal offense charged in the 
indictment. 
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8. Escape § 1— admissibility of commitment order 


Document under which defendant was committed as a prisoner, which 
document was a duplicate original of the official commitment and which 
carried the official seal of the superior court and the original signature 
of an assistant clerk of the superior court, complies fully with G.S. 148-59 
and is admissible in evidence to show the lawfulness of defendant’s con- 
finement. G.S. 2-10. 


4. Indictment and Warrant § 17; Criminal Law § 107— _ variance be- 
tween pleading and proof 


A defendant must be convicted, if convicted at all, of the particular 
offense charged in the bill of indictment. 


5. Criminal Law § 107— nonsuit for variance 


Whether there is a fatal variance between the indictment and the 
proof is properly presented by defendant’s motion to dismiss. 


6. Escape § 1— prosecution — variance between indictment and proof 


In prosecution upon indictment charging defendant, a prisoner, with 
the wilful and felonious failure to return to custody “after being removed 
from the prison on a work-release pass,” a violation of G.S. 14845(b), 
trial court erred in refusing to grant defendant’s motion to dismiss the 
action where the State’s evidence was to the effect that the prison unit 
superintendent granted defendant week-end leave to visit his home and 
family, and there was no evidence that defendant had been granted 
work-release privileges, G.S. 148-338.1(b), or that the pass, if any, issued 
to him was related to the “work release plan,” 


7. Criminal Law § 110— _ effect of judgment allowing motion to dis- 
miss 
A judgment entered in accordance with the allowance of defendant's 
motion to dismiss will have the force and effect of a verdict of not guilty 
as to the criminal offense charged in the indictment. G.S. 15-178. 


On certiorari to review decision of the Court of Appeals. 


Criminal prosecution on a bill of indictment charging that de- 
fendant, on July 238, 1967, in Gaston County, “while he the said 
James Cooper was then and there lawfully confined in the North 
Carolina State Prison System in the lawful custody of C. A. Meares, 
Superintendent of North Carolina Department of Corrections Prison 
Unit #6544, and while then and there serving a sentence for the 
crime of armed robbery which is a felony under the laws of the 
State of North Carolina, imposed at the 1964 term Superior Court, 
Mecklenburg County, then and there unlawfully, wilfully, and felon- 
iously did attempt to escape and escaped from the said C. A. Meares 
by failing to return at the designated time and place after being re- 
moved from the prison on a work-release pass. ee 


- Defendant, represented by court-appointed counsel, pleaded not 
guilty. 
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At trial before Snepp, J., at July 22, 1968 Session of Gaston Su- 
perior Court, the jury returned a verdict of guilty; and judgment, 
which imposed a two-year prison sentence, was pronounced. 


Defendant excepted and appealed. An order was entered (1) per- 
mitting defendant to appeal in forma pauperis, (2) appointing de- 
fendant’s trial counsel to perfect his appeal, and (3) providing that 
Gaston County pay for the transcript and other documents incident 
to the appeal. 


Upon said appeal, the Court of Appeals found “No error.” 3 
N.C. App. 308, 164 S.E. 2d 550. This Court granted defendant’s ap- 
plication for certtorar. 


Attorney General Morgan and Staff Attorney Shepherd for the 
State. 


Verne E. Shive for defendant appellant. 


Bossitt, J. 


The only evidence was that offered by the State. At the con- 
clusion thereof, defendant moved to dismiss. The court overruled the 
motion. On appeal, defendant assigned as error the court’s ruling 
and urged reversal thereof. In this connection, see G.S. 15-173 and 
G.S. 15-173.1. 


[1, 2] As used in GS. 15-173, there is no difference in legal sig- 
nificance between a motion “to dismiss the action’ and a motion 
“for judgment as in case of nonsuit.” The question presented by de- 
fendant’s motion to dismiss was whether the evidence was sufficient 
to warrant its submission to the jury and to support a verdict of 
guilty of the criminal offense charged in the indictment. State v. 
Vaughan, et al., 268 N.C. 105, 150 8.E. 2d 31. 


The sole contention made by defendant was that the court erron- 
eously admitted in evidence the document under which defendant 
was confined as a prisoner; and that, in the absence of this docu- 
ment, there was no evidence defendant was lawfully confined pur- 
suant to a judgment based on defendant’s plea of guilty or convic- 
tion of a felony. 


[3] The document was identified by Captain C. A. Meares, Super- 
intendent of Prison Unit #6544, as the duplicate original of the offi- 
cial commitment from the Superior Court of Mecklenburg County 
delivered to him at the time defendant was placed in his custody 
and since then kept under his supervision and control as a part of 
the official records of Prison Unit #6544. The document itself pur- 
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ports to bear the official seal of the Superior Court of Mecklenburg 
County, North Carolina, and the original signature of an assistant 
clerk of the Superior Court of Mecklenburg County, North Carolina. 
It complies fully with G.S. 148-59. As to the authority of an assist- 
ant clerk, see G.S. 2-10. 


In said document, the assistant clerk, over her hand and said 
seal, certified defendant had pleaded guilty to armed robbery at the 
May 4, 1964 Regular Term of Mecklenburg Superior Court, and 
that, ‘upon said plea, judgment was rendered as follows, to wit: 
‘That the defendant be imprisoned in the State’s Prison for the term 
of not less than Twelve (12) nor more than Fifteen (15) years.’ ” 


The Court of Appeals held the document was properly admitted 
in evidence and that defendant was not entitled to dismissal of the 
action on the ground asserted by him. We agree. Even so, the ques- 
tion presented by defendant’s assignment of error is whether the 
evidence was sufficient rather than whether defendant’s particular 
contention is valid. Consideration of the evidence impels the con- 
clusion, as in State v. Brown, 263 N.C. 786, 140 S.E. 2d 413, that 
the evidence was insufficient to support a verdict of guilty of the 
criminal offense charged in the indictment. 


The evidence tends to show defendant was committed to the 
lawful custody of Superintendent Meares to serve a prison sentence 
of 12-15 years for the felony of armed robbery. 


Under G.S. 148-45(a) escape from such custody is a felony and 
is punishable for the first such offense ‘by imprisonment for not 
less than six months nor more than two years.” G.S. 148-45(b) pro- 
vides: “(b) Any defendant convicted and in the custody of the 
North Carolina Department of Correction and ordered or other- 
wise assigned to work under the work-release program, G.S. 148-38.1, 
or any convicted defendant in the custody of the North Carolina 
Department of Correction and on a temporary parole by permission 
of the State Board of Paroles or other authority of law, who shall 
fail to return to the custody of the North Carolina Department of 
Correction, shall be guilty of the crime of escape and subject to the 
provisions of subsection (a) of this section and shall be deemed an 
escapee. For the purpose of this subsection, escape is defined to in- 
clude, but is not restricted to, wilful failure to return to an appointed 
place and at an appointed time as ordered.” (Our italies.) 

[4, 5] ‘“(A) defendant must be convicted, if convicted at all, of 
the particular offense charged in the bill of indictment.” State v. 
Jackson, 218 N.C. 378, 11 $8.E. 2d 149, 1381 A.L.R. 148, and cases 
cited. Whether there is a fatal variance between the indictment and 
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the proof is properly presented by defendant’s motion to dismiss. 
State v. Hicks, 233 N.C. 31, 62 S.E. 2d 497, and cases cited; State 
v. Keziah, 258 N.C. 52, 127 S.E. 2d 784; State v. Kimball, 261 N.C. 
582, 1385 S.E. 2d 568. 


In State v. Kimball, swpra, it was held the evidence did not estab- 
lish the defendant’s guilt as charged. Although the indictment charged 
a violation of G.S. 148-45(a), the State’s evidence was to the effect 
that the defendant had violated G.S, 148-45(b). Referring to GS. 
148-45(b), Sharp, J., for the Court, said: “This section, while pro- 
viding the same penalties listed in subsection (a) creates a new and 
distinct offense which can only be committed by a work-release 
prisoner or a convicted defendant temporarily on parole.” 


[6] The indictment purports to charge defendant with a violation 
of G.S. 148-45(b), specifically the wilful and felonious failure to re- 
turn to custody “after being removed from the prison on a work-re- 
lease pass.” 


G.S. 148-33.1(d) provides, in part, that “(t)he State Department 
of Correction is authorized and directed to establish a work release 
plan under which an eligible prisoner may be released from actual 
custody during the time necessary to proceed to the place of his em- 
ployment, perform his work, and return to quarters designated by 
the prison authorities,” and to establish ‘“(r)ules and regulations for 
the administration of the work release plan. . . .” See Advisory 
Opinion In re Work Release Statute, 268 N.C. 727, 730, 152 S.E. 2d 
225, 227. However, the State offered no evidence tending to show 
defendant had been granted work-release privileges, G.S. 148-33.1(b), 
or that the pass, if any, issued to him was related in any way to the 
“work release plan.” (Note: No paperwriting purporting to be a 
pass or copy thereof was offered in evidence.) On the contrary, 
Superintendent Meares testified he granted defendant permission to 
leave on Friday night, July 21, 1967, with the understanding de- 
fendant was to be back before 8:00 p.m. on Sunday night, July 23, 
1967, in order that defendant might be at his home and with his 
family in Mecklenburg County. If in fact defendant had been 
granted work-release privileges, it would seem the week-end leave 
granted defendant by Superintendent Meares was outside the scope 
and regulations of the work-release plan, 


(6, 7] It now appears that defendant’s motion to dismiss should 
have been allowed on the ground the State’s evidence did not sup- 
port the criminal offense charged in the bill of indictment. A judg- 
ment entered in accordance with the allowance of defendant’s mo- 
tion to dismiss will “have the force and effect of a verdict of ‘not 
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guilty’”’ as to the criminal offense charged in the indictment. GS. 
15-173; State v. Stinson, 263 N.C. 283, 189 8.E. 2d 558. 


It is noted that nothing in the State’s evidence shows defendant 
was released “on a temporary parole by permission of the State 
Board of Paroles or other authority of law.” As to the authority of 
the Board of Paroles to grant both regular and temporary paroles, 
see G.S. 148-52. As to the authority of the Commissioner of Correc- 
tion to permit a prisoner to leave the limits of his place of confine- 
ment ‘unaccompanied by a custodial agent for a prescribed period 
of time .. .,” see GS, 148-4, 


For the reasons indicated, the decision of the Court of Appeals 
is reversed, and the cause is remanded for the entry of an order re- 
manding the action to the Superior Court of Gaston County for 
judgment dismissing the action. 


Reversed and remanded. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA vy. DEE D,. ATKINSON 
No. 22 


(Filed 14 May 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 154— = service of case on appeal —-extension of 
time 
Only the judge who tried the case can extend the time for serving the 
statement of the case on appeal, and, having granted one extension, he 
may not grant another after the expiration of the term at which the 
judgment was entered. G.S. 1-282. 


2. Criminal Law § 154— failure to serve case on appeal within au- 
thorized time — appellate review 
Where the appellant’s statement of the case on appeal is not served 
within the time fixed by statute or within the period of an authorized 
extension by the trial judge, the Supreme Court is normally limited to a 
consideration of the record proper, and if no error appears on the face 
thereof, the judgment will be affirmed. 


3. Criminal Law § 154—- case on appeal — duty of appellant 


It is the duty of the appellant to see that the record is properly made 
up and transmitted to the appellate court. 


4, Criminal Law § 154— invalid extensions of time to serve case on 
appeal 
Where defendant gave notice of appeal to the Supreme Court on the 
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day judgment was pronounced in the superior court and the presiding 
judge then extended the time for serving the case on appeal to 60 days, 
two subsequent orders entered by the trial judge after the expiration of 
the term at which the judgment was pronounced and a subsequent order 
entered by another judge undertaking further to extend the time for the 
service of the statement of the case on appeal were nullities. 


5. Criminal Law § 153— jurisdiction of trial court after appeal taken 


After an appeal is taken, the court from which it is taken has no au- 
thority with reference to the appellate procedure except that specifically 
conferred upon it by statute. 


6. Criminal Law § 154— _ extensions of time to serve case on appeal — 
certiorari 


Extensions of time to serve the statement of case on appeal in addition 
to that allowed by G.S. 1-282 may be obtained only by petition for certiorari 
directed to the court to which the appeal has been taken. 


7. Criminal Law §§ 154, 156— failure to serve case on appeal in apt 
time — appeal treated as petition for certiorari 


In this purported appeal from a judgment imposing the death sentence 
for the crime of first degree murder, where no statement of case on ap- 
peal was served within the time allowed by valid order, the Supreme Court 
upon its own motion treats the appeal as a petition for certiorari, allows 
the same and considers all assignments of error upon their merits as if 
the case on appeal had been served within the time properly allowed 
therefor. 


8. Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 185; Jury § 7— _ ex- 
clusion of veniremen opposed to capital punishment 


Prior to the decision of Witherspoon v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 510, it was 
not error under the law of this State to allow challenges for cause by 
the State to prospective jurors who stated they had “conscientious scruples 
against the infliction of the death penalty” in a case where such penalty 
might be inflicted pursuant to a verdict of guilty. 


9. Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 185; Jury § 7— _ ap- 
plication of Witherspoon v. Illinois to this State 


The Constitution of the United States, as interpreted by the Supreme 
Court of the United States in the Witherspoon decision, is controlling in- 
sofar as it conflicts with the law of this State. 


10. Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 135; Jury § 7— death 
penalty — exclusion of veniremen opposed to capital punishment 
Under the decision of Witherspoon v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 510, a sentence 
of death cannot be carried out if the jury that imposed or recommended 
it was chosen by excluding veniremen for cause simply because they 
voiced general objections to the death penalty or expressed conscientious 
or religious seruples against its infliction. 


Homicide § 29—— instructions — discretion of jury to recommend 
life imprisonment 


In a prosecution for first degree murder, the trial court must instruct 
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the jury that it might, in its unbridled discretion, render a verdict of 
guilty with a recommendation that the punishment be imprisonment for 
life, which would then be binding upon the court in the matter of sentence. 
G.S. 14-17. 


Homicide § 81; Criminal Law § 135— death penalty — unani- 
mity of jury verdict 

In a prosecution for first degree murder, if one juror refuses to consent 
to a verdict of guilty of murder in the first degree without a recommenda- 
tion that the punishment be imprisonment for life, the death sentence 
cannot be imposed on the defendant, since the verdict of a jury must be 
unanimous. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 1385; Jury § 7—_ ex- 
clusion of venireman who would never return verdict requiring death 
penalty 


In this prosecution for the capital crime of first degree murder, the 
Constitution of the United States, as interpreted in Witherspoon v. Illi- 
nois, 391 U.S. 510, is not violated by the allowance of the State’s challenges 
for cause of prospective jurors whe made it clear on voir dire examina- 
tion that, before hearing any of the evidence, each of them had already 
made up his mind that he would not return a verdict pursuant to which 
the defendant might lawfully be executed, whatever the evidence might be. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Jury § 5— right of State to unbiased 
jury 

The State, as well as the defendant, is entitled to a jury which will 
give it a fair and impartial verdict upon every issue properly presented 
by the evidence, including the question of whether, upon the evidence, a 
defendant believed by them beyond any reasonable doubt to be guilty of 
first degree murder should be executed or should be imprisoned for life. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Jury § 7— statement in record relat- 
ing to examination of prospective jurors as to views on capital punish- 
ment 


In this appeal from a judgment imposing the death sentence, a state- 
ment in the record, following the recital of the voir dire examination of 
three prospective jurors relating to their views on capital punishment and 
the rulings of the court sustaining the State’s challenges to them, to the 
effect that all 50 prospective jurors called to the stand were asked similar 
questions concerning capital punishment is held not to disclose any viola- 
tion of defendant’s constitutional rights, the statement showing only that 
386 prospective jurors were excused since 14 jurors were chosen, but the 
record failing to show how many of the 86 were challenged by the State 
for cause or that any successful challenge for cause, other than the three 
set forth in the record, was based on the answer of the prospective juror 
with reference to capital punishment. 


Jury 8§ 6, 7— examination with respect to views on capital pun- 
ishment 

Even if a prospective juror’s answer to a question relating to his views 
on capital punishment is not sufficient to support a challenge for cause, 
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the solicitor may properly ask the question in order to permit the intelli- 
gent use of the peremptory challenges allowed by law to the State. 


Jury § 7—~ challenge for cause — desire of juror to affirm 


The desire of a prospective juror to affirm rather than take an oath is 
not, of itself, cause for challenge in this State. G.S. 9-14, G.S. 11-11. 


Jury § 7— erroneous allowance of challenge for cause 


Nothing else appearing, the erroneous allowance of an improper chal- 
lenge for cause does not entitle the adverse party to a new trial, so long 
as only those who are competent and qualified fo serve are actually em- 
paneled upen the jury, especially where the adverse party does not exhaust 
his peremptory challenges. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Jury § 5— right to jury chosen with- 
out unconstitutional discrimination 


Defendant is not entitled to a jury of his Selection or choice but only 
to a jury selected pursuant to law and without unconstitutional discrim- 
ination against a class or substantial group of the community from which 
the jury panel is drawn. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Jury § 5— discretion of court to ex- 
cuse juror not challenged by either party 

It is the right and duty of the court to see that a competent, fair and 
impartial jury is empaneled and, to that end, the court in its discretion 
may excuse a prospective juror without a challenge by either party and 
as a result of information volun‘arily disclosed by the prospective juror 
without questioning. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Jury § 5— waiver of irregularity in 
forming jury 

An irregularity in forming a jury is waived by silence of a party at 
the time of the court’s action. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Jury § 5— jury drawn from cross sec- 
tion of community —  excusal of jurors who refused to take oath 


In this prosecution for first degree murder, defendant was not deprived 
of a jury drawn from a cross section of the community when the trial 
court in its discretion and on its own motion excused three prospective 
jurors who refused to take the customary oath for jurors, defendant hav- 
ing failed to show that persons who have conscientious scruples against 
taking an oath constitute any substantial portion of the prospective 
jurors of the county of defendant’s trial or that jurors without such 
scruples would be less inclined than others to convict or to impose the 
death penalty, and defendant having failed to object to the court’s action 
until after the verdict was rendered. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Jury § 5—- group discrimination in 
jury selection — burden of proof 

A defendant complaining of group discrimination in the selection of the 
jury which tried him has the burden of proving that the jury selected did 
not represent a fair cross section of the entire community. 
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24. Criminal Law § 42— admission of bloodstained clothing 


In this prosecution for the first degree murder of a child, the court 
properly admitted articles of bloodstained clothing and a bloodstained 
washcloth found on the body of the deceased child, such evidence being 
competent to identify the body, to corroborate the State’s theory of the 
ease, and to enable the jury to realize more completely the cogency and 
force of the testimony of the witnesses. 


25. Criminal Law § 43—— admissibility of gruesome photographs 
The fact that a photograph depicts a horrible, gruesome and revolting 
scene indicating a vicious, calculated act of cruelty, malice or lust does 
not render the photograph incompetent in evidence when properly au- 
thenticated as a correct portrayal of conditions observed and related by 
the witness who uses the photograph to illustrate his testimony. 


26. Criminal Law § 43— admissibility of photographs 


Ordinarily, photographs are competent to be used by a witness to ex- 
plain or illustrate anything it is competent for him to describe in words. 


27. Criminal Law § 43-—~- color photographs 
The fact that photographs are jn color does not affect their admissibility. 


28. Criminal Law § 48; Homicide § 20—- photographs of body 
In a prosecution for homicide, photographs showing the condition of 
the body when found, the location where found and the surrounding con- 
ditions at the time the body was found are not rendered incompetent by 
their portrayal of the gruesome spectacle and horrifying events which the 
witness testifies they accurately portray. 


29. Criminal Law § 48— _ identification of photographs 


It is not necessary that the photograph be taken by the witness if the 
witness testifies that it correctly represents what he observed. 
80. Criminal Law § 48; Homicide § 20— photograph of body of de- 
ceased after moved from place where found 
A photograph of the body of the deceased is not rendered inadmissible 
by the fact that it was taken after the body had been moved from the 
place where originally found to the morgue or other place for examina- 
tion. 


31. Criminal Law § 43— photograph showing condition of body at 
time after homicide occurred 


The fact that a photograph was taken and portrays the condition of the 
body at some time after the homicide occurred does not, of itself, render 
the photograph incompetent. 


32. Criminal Law § 43; Homicide § 20— homicide prosecution — 
admissibility of photographs of body and location 


In this prosecution for the first degree murder of a child, the court did 
not err in the admission of photographs used by witnesses of the State 
to illustrate their testimony concerning the location and appearance of 
the place where the child's body was found buried and the condition of 
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the body, where the court instructed the jury that the photographs were 
allowed in evidence for the sole purpose of illustrating the testimony of 
the witnesses and not as substaritive evidence. 


Criminal Law § 42—— homicide prosecution — shovel used to dig 
grave of victim 

In this prosecution for the first degree murder of a child, the court did 
not err in the admission of a shovel taken from defendant’s home with 
his permission after defendant admitted having used the shovel to dig 
the grave where the child’s body was found. 


Criminal Law § 34— _ evidence of other crimes 


While evidence of other crimes having no bearing upon the crime for 
which the defendant is on trial may not be introduced prior to his taking 
the stand as a witness, all facts relevant to the proof of defendant’s guilt 
of the crime charged may be shown by evidence, otherwise competent, 
even though that evidence necessarily indicates the commission by him of 
another criminal offense. 


Criminal Law § 34-——_ evidence of other crimes 


Evidence of other offenses is competent to show the crime charged was 
committed for the purpose of concealing another crime, to show a motive 
on the part of the accused to commit the crime charged, to show the quo 
animo, intent, design, guilty knewledge, or scienter, to make out the res 
geste, or to exhibit a chain of circumstances in respect of the matter on 
trial, when such crimes are so connected with the offense charged as to 
throw light upon one or more of these questions. 


Criminal Law § 34— homicide prosecution — evidence of rape 


In this prosecution for the first degree murder of a female child, the 
court properly allowed a pathologist for the State to testify as to the 
conditions he observed upon the child’s body and his conclusion therefrom 
that she had been raped, and to use properly authenticated photographs 
to illustrate his testimony, such evidence being competent to establish the 
motive, premeditation, deliberation and malice on the part of defendant 
for and in the murder with which he was charged. 


Criminal Law § 5— _ test of insanity as defense of crime 


The test of insanity as a defense to an alleged criminal offense is the 
capacity of the defendant to distinguish between right and wrong at the 
time of and in respect of the matter under investigation. 


Criminal Law § 5— defense of insanity — competency of evidence 


Evidence tending to show the mental condition of the accused both be- 
fore and after the commission of the act is competent provided it bears 
such relation to the defendant’s condition of mind at the time of the al- 
leged crime as to be worthy of consideration in respect thereto. 


Criminal Law §§ 5, 53— _ expert testimony as to defendant’s men- 
tal condition on date of crime 

In this prosecution for first degree murder, the court properly allowed 
a psychiatrist for the State who examined and observed defendant over 
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a substantial period of time pursuant to a court order entered some three 
and a half months after the alleged offense to testify that he was of the 
opinion that defendant “knew right from wrong” on the date of the al- 
leged offense. 


Criminal Law § 5——- defense of insanity — burden of proof 


Defendant has the burden of establishing the defense of insanity to 
the satisfaction of the jury. 


Criminal Law § 99—— comment by trial court during solicitor’s 
argument 

Where defendant objected to a statement in the solicitor’s argument to 
the jury that “defendant’s mother said that she didn’t remember whether 
she was charged with killing her first husband or not,” a comment by 
the court that “I remember distinctly that she said it,” although not 
supported by the narrative summary of testimony of defendant’s mother 
in the record, did not constitute an expression of opinion as to the 
eredibility of the witness and was not prejudicial error sinee defendant’s 
mother had admitted her conviction of the murder of her second husband, 


. Criminal Law § 159— _ case on appeal — statement of evidence 


It is not required that the appellant set forth in his statement of the 
case on appeal the evidence in its entirety. 


Criminal Law § 161— appeal is exception to judgment 

Defendant’s appeal is itself an exception to the judgment and brings up 
for review all matters appearing on the face of the record proper, in- 
cluding the sufficiency of the verdict to support the imposition of the 
death sentence. 


. Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 135; Homicide § 31—~ 
sentence for first degree murder — G.S. 14-17, former G.S. 15-162.1 

G.S. 14-17, providing for the sentence to be imposed for first degree 
murder upon a verdict returned by the jury, and G.S. 15-1621, which 
prior to its repeal by the 1969 Legislature provided for the sentence to 
be imposed upon an accepted plea of guilty, were separate and distinct 
statutes: therefore, the validity of G.S. 14-17 cannot be adversely affected 
by the invalidity, if any, of [former] G.S. 15-162.1. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 135; Homicide § 31—~ 
capital punishment for first degree murder — jury verdict — U, S. v. 
Jackson 

The decision of United States v. Jackson, 390 U.S. 570, did not at the 
time of defendant’s trial prior to the repeal of G.S. 15-162.1 and does not 
now forbid the courts of this State to impose the sentence of death pur- 
suant to a verdict of the jury in accordance with G.S. 14-17. 


Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 135; Homicide § 31— 
right to jury trial— life sentence upon guilty plea — former G.S. 
15-162.1 

In this prosecution for first degree murder, [former] G.S. 15-162.1, 
which at the time of the trial permitted a defendant represented by 
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counsel to tender a written plea of guilty to a charge of first degree 
murder which, if accepted by the State and approved by the court, had 
the effect of a jury verdict of guilty with a recommendation of life im- 
prisonment, did not discourage defendant from exercising his constitutional 
right to trial by jury where defendant entered a plea of not guilty and 
was tried by a jury. 


47. Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 135; Homicide § 31-—— 
constitutionality of death penalty 
The imposition of the death penalty for first degree murder is not un- 
constitutional per se. 


48. Criminal Law § 1385; Homicide 8 31— death penalty for first de- 
gree murder 
The imposition of the death penalty for first degree murder is expressly 
authorized by Article XI, § 2, of the Constitution of North Carolina. 
49, Criminal Law § 185; Homicide § 31— £death penalty for first 
degree murder 
The Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution does not 
prevent the State of North Carolina from sentencing a defendant to death 
pursuant to G.S. 14-17, 


Qt 


Criminal Law § 135; Homicide § 31— death penalty for first 
degree murder — determination by Legislature 


It is for the Legislature, not the courts, to determine whether the pro- 
vision imposing the death penalty for the commission of first degree 
murder is or is not a wise policy for this State. 


51. Criminal Law § 146—- appelate review of capital case 


In capital cases the Supreme Court will review the record and take 
cognizance of prejudicial error ex mero motu. 


Hicerns, J., concurring. 
Bogsitt, J., dissenting as to death sentence. 


SHARP, J., joins in dissenting opinion. 


AppeaL by defendant from Parker, J., at the July-August 1968 
Criminal Session of Wayne. 


The defendant appeals from a judgment senteneing him to death, 
the jury having found him guilty of murder in the first degree and 
having made no recommendation that his punishment be imprison- 
ment for life. The defendant entered a general plea of ‘not guilty” 
and further pleas of “not guilty” on the grounds of insanity and of 
“temporary or transitory insanity at the time of the alleged com- 
mitment of the act.” The indictment, verdict and judgment were all 
proper in form. 
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The regular panel of jurors having been exhausted, additional 
prospective jurors were summoned. The record discloses no defect in 
or objection to the procedure followed in so doing. Neither the State 
nor the defendant exhausted available peremptory challenges. There 
is no suggestion in the record that any member of the Jury which 
rendered the verdict was not competent. 


The following is a summary of the evidence introduced by the 
State: 


Catherine (Kathy) Carr, age four years, was living in Smith- 
field, Johnston County, with her maternal grandmother on 16 De- 
cember 1967. The defendant was her stepfather. He lived near Smith- 
field, separate and apart from the child’s mother, who lived in Dur- 
ham. Prior to the separation they had all lived together at the de- 
fendant’s home near Smithfield, the defendant demonstrating normal 
affection for Kathy. 


At approximately 5 p.m. on 16 December 1967, the defendant 
drove his station wagon to the home of the grandmother and told 
her that he wanted to take Kathy to see her mother in Durham. 
They located Kathy at the home of a neighbor, picked her up and 
returned to the grandmother’s home, where the grandmother as- 
sembled a change of clothing for the child. The State introduced 
in evidence various articles of clothing after the grandmother iden- 
tified each as either worn or carried by Kathy when she left the 
grandmother’s home in the company of the defendant at approxi- 
mately 6 p.m. 


The grandmother, an experienced hospital nurse’s aid, who had 
worked with mental patients, observed nothing unusual about the 
defendant while she was with him when he so came to get Kathy. 
He then appeared to her to be “normal.” 


At 9:45 p.m., the defendant drove up to and entered a restau- 
rant in Smithfield. His clothing was disarranged. He went to the rest 
room and remained there about five minutes. When he emerged 
therefrom with some adjustment of his appearance, he purchased 
a coca cola, drank some of it, went out to his station wagon, opened 
the door to it, returned to the restaurant and announced that some- 
one had kidnapped his child. He made conflicting statements as to 
where the child had been in the vehicle. At that time the defendant 
“acted normal” in the opinion of a police officer who was in the res- 
taurant. Spots of blood were observed in the vehicle. 


Investigating officers warned the defendant of his constitutional 
rights. (On voir dire examination, an officer testified that the full 
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Miranda warning was given to the defendant, the defendant stated 
he would talk to the officers “without a lawyer being present,” and 
there were no threats or inducements made or given the defendant 
in order to elicit a statement. The court found as a fact that any 
statement made to such officers by the defendant was ‘made freely, 
understandingly and voluntarily after full and complete warning of 
all rights guaranteed to said detendant under the State and Federal 
Constitution, without threat, promise of reward, coercion, duress or 
any other undue influence.”) Thereafter, on 17 December, the de- 
fendant drew and gave to the investigating officers a map, showing 
the location of the place where Kathy’s body was buried. This map 
was introduced in evidence. At that time the officers did not know 
where the child or her body was. 


Using the map or diagram so prepared by the defendant, the 
officers, together with the defendant, then drove to a point on a 
rural road in Wayne County, 18 miles from the defendant’s home, 
from which point they walked 75 yards into a pine woods. There 
the defendant pointed to a spot and told the officers the child’s 
body was buried there. The diagram, so prepared by the defendant, 
was an accurate portrayal of the route from Smithfield to this point. 
An abundance of pine needles on the surface at the place so indi- 
cated by the defendant made the area compatible in appearance 
with the surrounding area so that a passerby would not have recog- 
nized this as a grave. Kathy’s body was found two feet below the 
surface at this point. 


Photographs of the area, the opened grave and the child’s body 
and articles of clothing in the grave were introduced in evidence 
and used by an investigating officer to illustrate his testimony, each 
photograph being duly identified as to its accuracy. Other photo- 
graphs of the child’s body, properly identified and authenticated, 
were introduced in evidence and used by the State’s witnesses to 
illustrate the condition of the body, wounds thereon, the condition 
of the clothing and profuse blood stains thereon. The articles of 
clothing, previously identified by the child’s grandmother, were iden- 
tified by the investigating officers as being upon the body or other- 
wise in the grave when the body was discovered. The court in- 
structed the jury at the time the photographs were offered in evi- 
dence that they were not substantive evidence but were allowed only 
for use to illustrate the testimony of the witnesses, 1f the jury found 
they did so illustrate such testimony. 


The State also offered in evidence a shovel found at the defend- 
ant’s home and taken therefrora by the officers with the defendant’s 
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permission on 18 December, immediately after Kathy’s body was 
removed from the burial place. The shovel then had upon it soil of 
the same type as the soil in the shallow grave. 


On 18 December (having been given again the full Miranda 
warning concerning his constitutional rights), the defendant made 
a detailed statement to the officers concerning the events of the af- 
ternoon and evening of 16 December. At the time of making the 
statement, he did not appear “to be in a highly nervous condition.” 
The officer to whom the statement was made testified that the de- 
fendant then told the officer that he left the grandmother’s residence 
with Kathy in his car and took her to his own residence, where they 
were alone. He then undressed the child and had intercourse with 
her despite her screams and struggles. Using a washcloth (such 
bloody cloth having been found upon the child’s body upon her re- 
moval from the grave), he cleaned the blood from her person and 
dressed her. He then got his shovel, placed it in the station wagon, 
led Kathy out and put her in the station wagon, drove with her to 
the place where her body was found buried (18 miles from his resi- 
dence), took the shovel, proceeded into the woods, dug the grave, 
went back to the station wagon and “led Kathy Carr by the hand” 
to the grave, where he “took his hands and choked her to death.” 
He then placed her in the grave and covered her, spreading pine 
needles over the grave so it would be “hard to recognize,” drove 
back to Smithfield, went into the restaurant, went back out to his 
car, returned to the restaurant and told the people Kathy had been 
left in the car and was “gone.” 


On 19 December, Kathy’s body was examined by an expert in 
pathology, who testified as such. This witness testified that in his 
opinion the child “had suffocated to death as the result of being 
strangled or the hand or some other object being placed over the 
mouth and nose.” He further testified that in his opinion, based upon 
his examination of her body, her vaginal tract had been penetrated 
by a male organ and had been severely lacerated and torn in the 
process, using photographs above mentioned to illustrate his testi- 
mony. (The court again instructed the jury that the photographs 
were allowed in evidence for no purpose other than that of illustrat- 
ing the testimony of the witness, they not being substantive evi- 
dence.) This witness also identified certain articles of clothing and 
the washcloth, previously introduced in evidence by the State, as 
having been found upon Kathy’s body by him at the time of his 
examination on the morning of 19 December, and stated that their 
condition at the time he saw them in the courtroom was the same 
as at the time of his examination of the child’s body. He testified 
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that in his opinion the blood on the washcloth came from the above 
mentioned “tear or laceration” of the body of Kathy Carr. 


The following is a summary of the evidence introduced by the 
defendant: 


The defendant testified to the effect that he was 27 years of age 
and had served a term in prison for armed robbery prior to his mar- 
riage to Kathy’s mother. Upen his release from prison he “felt de- 
pressed and worried.” He separated from Kathy’s mother about six 
weeks prior to Kathy’s death. He then “was becoming worried, de- 
pressed and moody” and “felt like” he was losing his ‘grip mentally 
as well as physically.” He loved Kathy. When he took Kathy from 
her grandmother’s home on 16 December, he “was feeling very de- 
pressed, very worried and up-set over the situation” between him 
and his wife. Leaving the grandmother’s home with Kathy, he took 
her to his home where he decided to give her a bath before taking 
her to her mother. Kathy then asked him when she and her mother 
could come back to live with him. He replied that he did not know 
if thev could or not. She kept asking him and he “yelled at her and 
told her to hush.’’ She began to ery and he spanked her lightly. She 
eried harder and he ‘went out of [his] mind.” He does not remember 
what happened from then until he found himself back in his home, 
except for “impressions, flash glimpses of what happened” or what 
he thinks happened in those two hours. He drew the map above men- 
tioned showing the location where he thought Kathy was buried. He 
took the officers to the grave but does not “remember clearly” that 
he actually buried Kathy. He did not spank her hard enough to 
make her bleed. He did not tell the officer that he raped Kathy. 


The defendant’s mother testified that when he came out of prison 
he was ‘‘very nervous” and, in May, 1967, “he seemed to be in a 
worried and troubled state of mind.” On his last visit to his mother, 
prior to 16 December 1967, “he appeared to be In a very, very ner- 
vous state.” In her opinion, on 16 December “he was incapable of 
distinguishing between right and wrong in relation to the charge of 
murder” and he did not know right from wrong at the time she was 
testifying. She, herself, was convicted and served a sentence for the 
murder of her second husband. (The defendant’s father was her first 
husband.) 


Other witnesses for the defendant testified that he was “good” 
to Kathy, “his character and reputation was very good” and he was 
a good worker on his job. Several of these witnesses, including rela- 
tives of the defendant, testified that they observed no indication of 
insanity in his conduct. One of them, the defendant’s parole officer 
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from the time of his release from prison on the sentence of armed 
robbery until approximately two months prior to 16 December 1967, 
testified that in his opinion the defendant “knew right from wrong” 
when he came under the supervision of the witness, that he did so on 
16 December 1967 and still did so at the time of the trial. 


Prior to trial, pursuant to an order duly issued, the defendant was 
sent to one of the State’s hospitals for the insane for 60 days for ob- 
servation. The examining psychiatrist was called as a witness for 
the State in rebuttal. He testified, as an expert witness, that he saw 
the defendant at intervals during the defendant’s stay at the hos- 
pital from 1 April 1968 to 6 June 1968, and in the opinion of the wit- 
ness the defendant “was sane during the time that he was confined 
to Cherry Hospital.” From his study of the defendant during that 
period, it is his opinion that the defendant “was sane” and “knew 
right from wrong” on 16 December 1967, and knew “right from 
wrong” at the time the witness was so testifying at the trial. At 
the time the defendant was in the hospital, he had an LQ. rating of 
121, the normal rating being from 90 to 115. 


In the examination of prospective jurors three of them stated of 
their own volition that they do not “swear.” One of the three said 
he would like to be “affirmed.” The other two made no statement as 
to affirmation. In each instance the court excused the juror “in the 
exercise of its discretion.” The record shows an exception to each of 
these actions of the court but no objection at the time of the court’s 
ruling. In oral argument counsel for the defendant stated that he 
did not interpose an objection at the time. The record discloses no 
questioning of or challenge to any of these three prospective jurors 
by either party. There is nothing in the record to indicate that any 
of the three would or would not have been acceptable either to the 
State or to the defendant. 


Over the objection of the defendant the court sustained the 
State’s challenge of prospective juror Corum. After explaining the 
nature of the case to this prospective juror, the solicitor asked: 


“In the event that you are sworn as a juror in this case, and 
in the further event that the State of North Carolina should 
furnish you with sufficient evidence in this case which in your 
opinion warranted a verdict of ‘Guilty of Murder in the first 
degree, do you or would you have any moral or religious 
scruples against bringing out a verdict of ‘Guilty,’ if you knew 
the penalty for that verdict would be death?” 


The prospective juror answered that he would have such scruples. 
The solicitor then asked: 
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“Then is your feeling so strong about that, or are your 
scruples, whether they be religious or moral so strong that in 
no event you could ever bring out a verdict of guiltv if you 
knew the penalty would be death?” 


The prospective juror again answered in the affirmative. 


The court then asked the solicitor, “Do you mean in this par- 
ticular case?” and the solicitor replied that he did. The challenge 
was thereupon sustained. 


Over objection by the defendant the solicitor’s challenge for cause 
of prospective juror Thompson was allowed. The solicitor asked this 
prospective juror: 


“In this particular case, after you have heard all of the evi- 
dence for the State and the evidence for defendant, if the evi- 
dence of the State should convince you beyond a reasonable 
doubt that the defendant is guilty, do you have any moral or 
religious scruples against bringing in a verdict of guilty in this 
particular case if you knew that the death penalty would be 
invoked?” 


The prospective juror replied that he did have such scruples and 
had had such scruples ever since he could remember. The challenge 
was thereupon allowed. 


Over the objection of the defendant the State’s challenge of pros- 
pective juror Best was allowed. The solicitor asked this prospective 
juror: 


“Mr. Best, if you are sworn as @ juror in this particular case 
and if after having heard all of the evidence the State has sat- 
isfied you beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant is 
cuilty, would you and do you have any religious or moral 
scruples that would prevent you from bringing out a verdict of 
‘ouilty’ if you knew the sentence would be death?” 


The prospective juror replied that he did have such scruples and 
had had them ever since he had been old enough to understand. 
Thereupon the challenge was allowed. 


The record contains no other questioning of prospective jurors 
or statement concerning their selection except the following: 


“There were 50 prospective jurors called to the stand before 
a jury was seated in this case and every juror called to the 
stand was asked the similar questions as set out above con- 
cerning capital punishment.” 
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Fourteen jurors, including two alternates, were selected. The 
record does not show how many of the remaining 36 were challenged 
for cause, or for what cause, or peremptorily by the State or how 
many were so challenged by the defendant. It was conceded in oral 
argument that neither party had exhausted its peremptory challenges 
when the selection of the jury was completed. 


In the course of the solicitor’s argument to the jury, counsel for 
the defendant objected to the solicitor’s statement, “His mother said 
she didn’t remember whether she was charged with killing her first 
husband or not.” The court replied, “I remember distinctly that she 
said it.” The defendant contends that this was an unauthorized ex- 
pression of an opinion by the court. 


The grounds upon which the defendant seeks a new trial are 
these: (1) The allowance of the State’s challenge for cause to the 
prospective jurors who expressed objections, as above shown, to 
capital punishment; (2) the court’s excusing upon its own motion 
the prospective jurors who refused to be sworn, as above shown; 
(3) the overruling of the defendant’s objections to the introduction 
in evidence of the photographs, the clothing and the bloody wash- 
cloth found upon the body of Kathy Carr and the shovel, above 
mentioned; (4) the court’s permitting the expert pathologist to testify 
with reference to the child’s having been raped and his use of photo- 
graphs, above mentioned, to illustrate his testimony; (5) the court’s 
permitting the psychiatrist to testify that the defendant knew right 
from wrong at the time of the alleged offense, during the time the 
psychiatrist observed the defendant and at the time of the trial; 
and (6) the statement of the court, above shown, concerning the tes- 
timony of the mother of the defendant. 


Attorney General Morgan and Deputy Attorney General Moody 
for the State. 


George R. Kornegay, Jr., and John S. Peacock for defendant. 


LAKkB, J. 


G.S. 15-180 provides that an appeal to this Court from a judg- 
ment in a criminal action “shall be perfected and the case for the 
Supreme Court settled, as provided in civil actions.” G.S, 1-282 pro- 
vides that upon an appeal from a judgment in a civil action a copy 
of the appellant’s statement of the case on appeal “shall be served 
on the respondent within fifteen days from the entry of the appeal 
taken * * * Provided, that the judge trying the case shall have 
the power, in the exercise of his discretion, to enlarge the time in 
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which to serve statement of case on appeal and exceptions thereto 
or counter statement of case.” 


[1-3] By the terms of the statute, only the judge who tried the 
case can extend the time for serving the statement of the case on ap- 
peal and this Court has held that, having granted one extension, he 
may not grant another after the expiration of the term at which the 
judgment was entered. Machine Co. v. Dixon, 260 N.C. 732, 133 S.E. 
2d 659. Normally, the effect of failure to serve the appellant’s state- 
ment of the case on appeal within the time fixed by the statute, or 
within the period of such authorized extension by the trial judge, is 
that upon such appeal the Supreme Court is limited to a considera- 
tion of the record proper and if no errors appear on the face thereof, 
the judgment will be affirmed. Machine Co. v. Dixon, supra; Twi- 
ford v. Harrison, 260 N.C. 217, 1382 S.E. 2d 321. “It is the duty of 
appellant to see that the record 1s properly made up and transmitted 
to the court.” State v. Stubbs, 265 N.C. 420, 144 S.E. 2d 262. 


[4] The record shows that on the day the judgment was pronounced 
in the superior court the defendant gave notice of appeal to this 
Court and the presiding judge <hen extended the time allowed by 
the statute for the service of the appellant’s statement of the case 
on appeal to 60 days. The two subsequent orders by the Judge pre- 
siding at the trial, entered after the expiration of the term at which 
the judgment was pronounced, undertaking further to extend the 
time for the service of the appellant’s statement of the case on ap- 
peal and a subsequent order entered by a different judge, undertak- 
ing further to extend the time for the service of the statement of the 
case on appeal, were nullities. 


[5-7] After an appeal is taken, the court from which it is taken 
has no authority with reference to the appellate procedure except 
that specifically conferred upon it by the statute. See Machine Co. 
v. Dixon, supra. Further extensions of time may be obtained only 
by petitions for certiorari directed to the court to which the appeal 
has been taken. No such petition was filed by the defendant with 
this Court. However, in the exercise of our discretion and in view 
of the imposition of the death penalty in the superior court, we, 
upon our own motion, treat the appeal as a petition for certiorari, 
allow the same and consider all assignments of error upon their 
merits as if the case on appeal had been served within the time prop- 
erly allowed therefor. 


Jurors Challenged Because Of Views Concerning Camtal Punishment 
[13] The record discloses no error in the rulings of the trial judge 
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upon challenges for cause by the State to prospective jurors as the 
result of their stated views on the subject of capital punishment. 


[8] Prior to the decision of the Supreme Court of the United 
States in Witherspoon v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 510, 88 8. Ct. 1770, 20 
L. Ed. 2d 776, it was well established that, under the law of this 
State, it was not error to allow challenges for cause by the State to 
prospective jurors who stated they had “conscientious scruples 
against the infliction of the death penalty” in a case where such 
penalty might be inflicted pursuant to a verdict of guilty. State v. 
Spence (first hearing), 271 N.C. 23, 155 S8.E. 2d 802; State v. Bumper 
(first hearing), 270 N.C. 521, 155 S.E. 2d 1738; State v. Childs, 269 
N.C. 307, 152 S.E. 2d 458. See also State v. Peele, 274 N.C. 106, 161 
S.E. 2d 568. In State v. Vick, 182 N.C. 995, 438 S.E. 626, the Court 
quoted with approval the following statement in 17 A. and E. Ene. 
1134: 


“Though no such ground for challenge is to be found stated 
in the English cases, in the United States, since the early part 
of the nineteenth century, the fact that one has conscientious 
scruples against the infliction of capital punishment has been 
regarded as disqualifications furnishing ground for challenge by 
the prosecution, on a trial for an offense which may be punished 
by death.” 


The law of this State, as distinguished from the Constitution of the 
United States, has not been changed in this respect since those de- 
cisions were rendered. 


[9] The Constitution of the United States, as interpreted by the 
Supreme Court of the United States in the Witherspoon case, supra, 
is, of course, controlling insofar as it conflicts with the law of this 
State and we so recognized in State u. Spence (hearing on remand), 
274 N.C. 536, 164 S.E. 2d 593. There we allowed a new trial because 
the record contained a stipulation that 79 of 150 veniremen were 
successfully challenged for cause “because of their stated opposition 
to capital punishment,” this being contrary to the Witherspoon de- 
cision. The question now before us is whether the Constitution of 
the United States, as interpreted in the Witherspoon case, is violated 
by the allowance of the State’s challenges for cause shown in the 
present record. 


{10] The majority opinion in the Witherspoon case sharply defines 
the line drawn by that decision by both positive and negative state- 
ments. The Court affirmatively stated its holding as follows: 


“Specifically, we hold that a sentence of death cannot be 
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carried out if the jury that imposed or recommended it was 
chosen by excluding venirernen for cause simply because they 
voiced general objections to the death penalty or expressed con- 
scientious or religious scruples against its infliction.” (Emphasis 
added.) 


Speaking negatively, the Court said: 


“The issue before us is a narrow one. It does not involve the 
right of the prosecution to challenge for cause those prospective 
jurors who state that their reservations about capital punish- 
ment would prevent them from making an impartial decision as 
to the defendant’s guilt. Nor does it involve the State’s assertion 
of a right to exclude from the jury in a capital case those who 
say that they could never vote to impose the death penalty or 
that they would refuse even to consider its imposition in the 
case before them. For the State of Illinois did not stop there, 
but authorized the prosecution to exclude as well all who said 
they were opposed to capital punishment and all who indicated 
that they had conscientious scruples against inflicting it.” (Em- 
phasis added.) 


Again, in Footnote 21, the Court said: 


“We repeat, however, that nothing we say today bears upon 
the power of a State to execute a defendant sentenced to death 
by a jury from which the only veniremen who were in fact ex- 
cluded for cause were those who made unmistakably clear (1) 
that they would automatically vote against the imposition of 
capital punishment without regard to any evidence that might 
be developed at the trial of the case before them, or (2) that 
their attitude toward the death penalty would prevent them from 
making an impartial decision as to the defendant’s guilt.” 


[13] Prospective juror Corum stated specifically that his feeling 
against capital punishment was so strong that in no event could he 
ever bring out a verdict of guilty if he knew the penalty would be 
death. 


Prospective juror Thompson stated that even if the evidence 
should convince him beyond a reasonable doubt of the guilt of the 
defendant he would have “moral or religious scruples against bring- 
ing in a verdict of guilty in this particular case” if he “knew that 
the death penalty would be invoked.” Prospective juror Best stated 
that even though, after hearing all of the evidence, he was satisfied 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty he would 
have “religious or moral scruples” which would prevent him “from 
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bringing out a verdict of guilty’ ” if he knew the sentence would 
be death. 


[11, 12] It is true that, at the time of the trial of this defendant 
in the superior court, G.S. 14-17 provided that the punishment for 
murder in the first degree would be imprisonment for life if, at the 
time of rendering its verdict in open court, the jury should so recom- 
mend, and, under the decisions of this Court, it was the duty of the 
trial judge in a capital case to instruct the jury that it might, in its 
unbridled discretion, render its verdict of guilty with such recom- 
mendation, which would then be binding upon the court in the matter 
of sentence. State v. Carter, 248 N.C. 106, 89 S.E. 2d 789; State v. 
McMillan, 233 N.C. 630, 65 S.E. 2d 212. The jury actually selected 
to try the defendant in the present case was so instructed. Since the 
verdict of a jury must be unanimous, it necessarily follows that if 
only one juror had refused to consent to a verdict of guilty of murder 
in the first degree without a recommendation that the punishment 
be imprisonment for life, the death sentence could not be imposed 
upon the defendant. Consequently, prospective jurors Corum, Thomp- 
son and Best could each have served upon the jury in the present 
case and rendered a verdict of guilty without violating his stated 
moral or religious scruples against the death penalty. 


[13] It does not follow, however, that the sustaining of the State’s 
challenges to these prospective jurors violated the rule of the Wither- 
spoon case, supra. It is perfectly clear from their answers in the 
record, upon voir dire examination, that each of these prospective 
jurors, before hearing any of the evidence, had already made up his 
mind that he would not return a verdict pursuant to which the de- 
fendant might lawfully be executed, whatever the evidence might 
be. In the language of the majority opinion in the Witherspoon 
case, these jurors made it clear that “they could never vote to impose 
the death penalty” and “they would refuse even to consider its im- 
position in the case before them,” and “they would automatically 
vote against the imposition of capital punishment without regard to 
any evidence that might be developed at the trial of the case be- 
fore them.” 


[14] The State, as well as the defendant, is entitled to a jury 
which will give it a fair and impartial verdict upon everv issue prop- 
erly presented by the evidence, including the question of whether, 
upon the evidence, the defendant, believed by them beyond any 
reasonable doubt to be guilty of first degree murder, should be 
executed or should be imprisoned for life. The decision in Wither- 
spoon v. Illinois, supra, does not deprive the State of this right. 
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Irving v. Breazeale, 400 F. 2d 231, 236; Williams v. Dutton, 400 F. 
2d 797, 805; United States v. Valentine, 288 F. Supp. 957, 966; 
State v. Mathis, 52 N.J. 238, 245 A. 2d 20, 23, 26; State v. Smith, 
(Wash.), 446 P. 2d 571. As the Supreme Court of the United States 
said in Swain v. Alabama, 380 U.S. 202, 85 8. Ct. 824, 13 L. Ed. 2d 
759: 


“The function of the challenge is not only to eliminate ex- 
tremes of partiality on both sides, but to assure the parties that 
the jurors before whom they try the case will decide on the 
basis of the evidence before them, and not otherwise. * * * 


Although historically the incidence of the prosecutor’s challenge 
has differed from that of the accused, the view in this country 
has been that the system should guarantee ‘not only freedom 
from any bias against the accused, but also from any prejudice 
against his prosecution. Between him and the State the scales 
are to be evenly held.’ Hayes v. AMissourt, 120 U.S. 68, 70.” 


[15, 16] Following the recital of the voir dire examinations of 
the above prospective jurors and the rulings of the court sustaining 
the challenges of the State to them, the record contains the follow- 
ing statement: 


“There were 50 prospective jurors called to the stand be- 
fore a jury was seated in this case and every juror called to the 
stand was asked the similar questions as set out above concern- 
ing capital punishment.” 

There is nothing in this statement to show any error entitling the 
defendant to a new trial. It shows only that 36 prospective jurors 
were excused, 14, including two alternate jurors, having been se- 
lected. The record does not show how many of the 36 were challenged 
by the defendant or how many were challenged by the State or how 
many were challenged by either party peremptorily. Of those chal- 
lenged successfully for cause, with the exception of the three named 
above, the record does not show that the challenge was based upon 
the answer of a single prospective juror to any question with refer- 
ence to capital punishment. Indeed, the record does not show the 
answer of any juror to any question upon this subject other than the 
three prospective jurors above raentioned. The statement that “the 
similar questions as set out above concerning capital punishment” 
were asked each juror discloses no error, first because it does not 
show sufficiently the content of any question since those asked the 
prospective jurors Corum, Thompson, and Best were not identical, 
and second because there was cerzainly no error in allowing any ques- 
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tion identical to that propounded to any one of those three prospec- 
tive jurors. Even if a prospective juror’s answer to such a question 
were not sufficient to support a challenge for cause, it would certainly 
be proper to ask the question in order to permit the intelligent use 
of the peremptory challenges allowed by law to the State. See 
Swain v. Alabama, supra. 


We, therefore, conclude that there is nothing in this record indi- 
cating any merit in the contention of the defendant that he has been 
denied any right under the Constitution of the United States, or 
under the law of this State, in the sustaining of any challenge for 
cause by the State by reason of the prospective juror’s statement of 
his views on the subject of capital punishment. 


Jurors Excused Because Of Unwillingness To Take Oath 


[22] The court’s action in excusing, in its discretion and upon its 
own motion, three prospective jurors who refused to take the cus- 
tomary oath, is not ground for granting the defendant a new trial. 


According to the record. only one of these prospective jurors ex- 
pressed a willingness to affirm rather than swear. The record indi- 
cates that no question was propounded to any of them. They were 
not challenged. They were excused by the court. The record dis- 
closes no other information about any of them or concerning the 
reason for the court’s action. The record does not state that they 
were excused because of their objection to taking an oath. While 
the record shows an exception by the defendant to each of these ac- 
tions of the court, it does not show any objection thereto interposed 
at the time. In oral argument in this Court, counsel for the defend- 
ant stated frankly that no such objection was then interposed, the 
exceptions having been entered in preparation of the statement of 
the case on appeal. 


[17-19] The desire of a prospective juror to affirm rather than take 
an oath is not, of itself, cause for challenge in this State. See: GS. 
9-14; GS. 11-11. On the other hand, nothing else appearing, even 
the erroneous allowance of an improper challenge for cause does not 
entitle the adverse party to a new trial, so long as only those who 
are competent and qualified to serve are actually empaneled upon 
the jury which tried his case. This is especially true where, as here, 
the adverse party did not exhaust his peremptory challenges. See: 
State v. Vann, 162 N.C. 584, 77 S.E. 295; State v. Cunningham, 72 
N.C. 469, 474. The defendant is not entitled to a jury of his selec- 
tion or choice but only to a jury selected pursuant to law and with- 
out unconstitutional discrimination against a class or substantial 
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group of the community from which the jury panel is drawn. He 
has no “vested right to a particular juror.” State v. Vann, supra. 


[20] It has long been established in this State that it is the right 
and duty of the court to see that a competent, fair and impartial 
jury is empaneled and, to that end, the court, in its discretion, may 
excuse a prospective juror without a challenge by either party. State 
v. Vann, supra; State v. Vick, supra; State v. Boon, 80 N.C. 461; 
State v. Jones, 80 N.C. 415. It is immaterial that this 1s done as the 
result of information voluntarily disclosed by the prospective juror 
without questioning. State v. Vick, supra. 


[21] We must bear in mind that the trial judge had these prospec- 
tive jurors before him and thus had an opportunity to observe their 
apparent qualifications, an advantage which a virtually empty record 
does not afford us. With nothing in the record to guide us, we cannot 
say that there was not in the appearance or manner of these three 
prospective jurors sufficient indication of their lack of qualification 
to serve as jurors in a case of this serious and important nature. But 
even if we might have reached a different conclusion in this respect 
from that reached by the trial judge, it has been settled in this State 
since as long ago as State v. Ward, 9 N.C. 443, that an irregularity 
in forming a jury is waived by silence of a party at the time of the 
court’s action. There, Henderson, J., later C.J., said, “He shall not 
by consent of this kind, take a double chance” on acquittal by the 
jury so selected or a new trial because of such irregularity in the 
selection. See also State v. Boon, supra. For a recent recognition of 
the discretion of the trial judge in excusing a prospective juror with- 
out a challenge, see State v. Spence (first hearing), 271 N.C. 23, 32, 
155 S.E. 2d 802. 


[22] The defendant does not contend that this action of the trial 
judge was a systematic exclusion from the jury of members of a 
class to which the defendant himself belongs. His contention is that 
the court excluded from the jury a class of persons, i.e., those who 
have scruples against taking an oath, and thereby deprived the de- 
fendant of a jury drawn from a fair cross section of the community. 
See Witherspoon v. Illinois, swora; Hernandez v. Texas, 347 US. 
475, 74 8. Ct. 667, 98 L. Ed. 866; Thiel v. Southern Pacific Co., 328 
U.S. 217, 66 S. Ct. 984, 90 L. Ed. 1181; Smith v. Texas, 311 U.S. 128, 
61 8. Ct. 164, 85 L. Ed. 84. 


There is nothing in the record to indicate that persons who have 
conscientious scruples against taking an oath that they will prop- 
erly perform their duties as jurors constitute any substantial pro- 
portion of the prospective jurors in Wayne County and we know of 
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nothing which would so indicate. Nor does the record show, or cir- 
cumstances known to us indicate, that jurors with such scruples 
would be less inclined than others to convict or to impose the 
death penalty. Such scruples are not Jimited to members of a single 
religious denomination or sect. It may well be that such a person 
would be a strict constructionist of the more retributive provisions 
of the Mosaic law. In any event, the defendant, having the same 
opportunity as the trial judge to observe these three prospective 
jurors in the courtroom, did not, object to their being excused from 
the jury until after the verdict was rendered. 


[23] Hernandez v. Texas, supra, establishes that a defendant com- 
plaining of group discrimination in the selection of the jury which 
tried him has the burden of proving that persons excluded from the 
jury are members of a separate class in the county from which the 
jury comes. Swain v. Alabama, supra, states that the first step to be 
taken by such a defendant is to establish that the persons excluded 
belong to an “identifiable group in the community which may be the 
subject of prejudice.” That is, the ultimate question in such a situ- 
ation 1s whether the jury selected represented a fair cross section of 
the entire community. The burden is upon the defendant to estab- 
lish that it did not. Swain v. Alabama, supra; Hernandez v. Tezas, 
supra. The record before us does not lead to this conclusion. 


Introduction Of Photographs, Clothing, Etc. 


(24, 32, 33] The court did not err in the admission, over objec- 
tion, of the clothing and washcloth found upon the body of the de- 
ceased child, the shovel obtained by the officers from the residence 
of the defendant with his permission or the photographs used by the 
witnesses of the State to illustrate their testimony concerning the 
location and appearance of the place where the child’s body was 
found buried and the condition of the body. It is not contended that 
the articles of clothing and the washcloth were not properly authen- 
ticated and identified or that the photographs are in any respect in- 
accurate portrayals of what they purport to represent or were not 
properly taken and authenticated. 


[24] In State v. Speller, 230 N.C. 345, 53 S.E. 2d 294, this Court 
held there was no error in admitting into evidence garments worn by 
the alleged victim of a rape and murder, which garments bore tears 
and stains corroborative of the State’s theory of the case. In State 
v. Vann, supra, it was held that there was no error in permitting 
articles found at the place of a homicide to be exhibited to the jury, 
these being competent to identify the body, or to establish a fact 
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relevant to the State’s theory of the case or to enable the jury to 
realize more completely the cogency and force of the testimony of 
witnesses. Thus, clothing worn by the alleged victim of a felonious 
homicide may properly be introduced in evidence to show the lo- 
cation of a wound upon the person of the deceased. State v. Fleming, 
202 N.C. 512, 163 S.E. 453. See also: State v. Bass, 249 N.C. 209, 
105 S.E. 2d 645; State v. Petry, 226 N.C. 78, 36 S.E. 2d 658. 


[25] In the present case, the jury was properly instructed that the 
photographs in question were allowed in evidence for the sole pur- 
pose of illustrating the testimony of witnesses and not as substan- 
tive evidence. See: State v. Norris, 242 N.C. 47, 86 S.E. 2d 916; 
State v. Perry, 212 N.C. 538, 198 8.E. 727. The fact that a photo- 
eraph depicts a horrible, gruesome and revolting scene, indicating 
a vicious, calculated act of cruelty, malice or lust, does not render 
the photograph incompetent in evidence, when properly authenti- 
cated as a correct portrayal of conditions observed by and related 
by the witness who uses the photograph to illustrate his testimony. 
State v. Porth, 269 N.C. 829, 153 S.E. 2d 10; State v. Rogers, 238 
N.C. 390, 64 S.E. 2d 572, 28 A.L.R. 2d 1104; State v. Gardner, 228 
N.C. 567, 46 S.E. 2d 824; Stansbury, North Carolina Evidence, 2d 
Ed., § 34. For a collection of authorities to the same effect from 
other jurisdictions, see Annot., 73 A.L.R. 2d 769. 


[26-28] “Ordinarily, photographs are competent to be used by a 
witness to explain or illustrate anything it is competent for him to 
describe in words.” State v. Gardner, supra. The fact that the photo- 
eraphs are in color does not affect their admissibility. State v. Hull, 
272 N.C. 489, 158 S.E. 2d 329; People v. Moore, 48 Cal. 2d 541, 310 P. 
2d 969; Commonwealth v. Makarewicz, 3338 Mass. 575, 182 N.E. 2d 
294; Annot., supra, p. 811. Thus, in a prosecution for homicide, 
photographs showing the condition of the body when found, the loca- 
tion where found and the surrounding conditions at the time the body 
was found are not rendered incompetent by their portrayal of the 
gruesome spectacle and horrifying events which the witness testi- 
fies they accurately portray. State v. Stanley, 227 N.C. 650, 44 S.E. 
2d 196; State v. Cade, 215 N.C. 3938, 2 S.E. 2d 7. 


[29-31] It is not necessary that the photograph be taken by the 
witness, if the witness testifies that it correctly represents what the 
witness observed. State v. Stanley, supra; Stansbury, North Caro- 
lina Evidence, 2d Ed., § 34. A photograph of the body of the de- 
ceased is not inadmissible by reason of the fact that it was taken 
after the body had been moved from the place where originally 
found and carried to the morgue or other place for examination. 
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State v. Gardner, supra; State v. Miller, 219 N.C. 514, 14 S.E. 2d 
§22. Obviously, the fact that the photograph was taken and portrays 
the condition of the body at some time after the homicide occurred 
does not, of itself, make the photograph incompetent. State v. Hull, 
supra; State v. Lentz, 270 N.C. 122, 153 S.E. 2d 864; State v. Porth, 
supra; Stansbury, North Carolina Evidence, 2d Ed., § 34. 


[32] The photographs in question, meeting the test of relevancy 
and being properly authenticated, were properly admitted in evi- 
dence for the limited purpose stated by the trial judge, and, conse- 
quently, there was no error in permitting the jury to see them. State 
v. Mays, 225 N.C. 486, 35 S.E. 2d 494. 


[33] The shovel taken by the officers from the defendant’s home, 
with his permission, immediately after the child’s body was removed 
from the place where the defendant had admitted he buried it, was 
clearly competent for admission in evidence. The defendant’s state- 
ment to the officers was that he had dug the shallow grave with “his 
shovel” which he then returned to the place behind his house where 
the officers found it covered with dirt of the same type as that of 
the soil in the child’s burial place. 


Evidence Tending To Show Another Crime 


{36] There was no error in allowing the pathologist, properly qual- 
ified as an expert witness, to testify as to the conditions he observed 
upon the child’s body and his conclusion therefrom that she had been 
raped, nor was it error to permit this witness to use the properly au- 
thenticated photographs of the body to illustrate his testimony. 


[34, 35] The defendant contends that this was error because it 
was testimony tending to show the commission of a criminal offense 
(rape) other than that of murder for which the defendant was on 
trial. While it is well established that evidence of other crimes, hav- 
ing no bearing upon the crime for which the defendant is on trial, 
may not be introduced prior to his taking the stand as a witness in 
his own behalf, it is equally well settled that all facts, relevant to 
the proof of the defendant’s having committed the offense with 
which he is charged, may be shown by evidence, otherwise competent, 
even though that evidence necessarily imdicates the commission by 
him of another criminal offense. State v. Christopher, 258 N.C. 249, 
128 S.E. 2d 667; State v. McClain, 240 N.C. 171, 81 S.E. 2d 364; 
State v. Harris, 223 N.C. 697, 28 S.E. 2d 232; Stansbury, North Car- 
olina Evidence, 2d Ed., § 91. Thus, such evidence of other offenses 
is competent to show “the crime charged was committed for the pur- 
pose of concealing another crime,” State v. Beam, 184 N.C. 730, 115 
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S.E. 176, or to show “a motive on the part of the accused to commit 
the crime charged,” State v. McClain, supra, or to show the quo 
animo, intent, design, guilty knowledge, or scienter, or to make out 
the res geste, or to exhibit a chain of circumstances in respect of 
the matter on trial, when such crimes are so connected with the 
offense charged as to throw light upon one or more of these ques- 
tions. State v. Christopher, supra; State v. Harris, supra; Stansbury, 
North Carolina Evidence, 2d Ed., §$ 91 and 92. 


In State v. Westmoreland, 181 N.C. 590, 107 S.E. 438, in sustain- 
ing a death sentence for murder in the first degree, this Court, speak- 
ing through Walker, J., said. “There are authorities for the position 
that any unseemly conduct toward the corpse of the person slain, or 
any indignity offered it by the slayer, and also concealment of the 
body, are evidence of expressed malice, and of premeditation and 
deliberation in the slaying, depending, of course, upon the peculiar 
circumstances of the case.” 


[36] It was entirely proper in the present instance to permit the 
State to offer this evidence, including the photographs, to establish 
the motive, premeditation, deliberation and malice on the part of 
the defendant for and in the murder with which he was charged by 
the State. 

Testumony As To Insanity 


[39] There was no error in permitting the psychiatrist, duly qual- 
ified as an expert witness, who examined the defendant, pursuant to 
the order of the court, some three and a half months after the al- 
leged offense, to testify that upon the basis of his observation of the 
defendant he was of the opmion that the defendant “knew right 
from wrong” on the date the offense was alleged to have been com- 
mitted. 


This witness was duly qualified as an expert witness in the field 
of psychiatry and testified to his observation of and examination 
of the defendant over a substantial period of confinement of the de- 
fendant for that purpose in the State hospital. He was called by the 
State to rebut the testimony of the defendant’s mother that, in her 
opinion, the defendant was not capable of distinguishing between 
right and wrong in relation to the charge of murder on the date the 
offense was alleged to have oceurred, her testimony being upon the 
basis of her observation of the defendant prior to and after that. 
date. 


[37, 38] In this State, the test of insanity as a defense to an al-. 
leged criminal offense is the capacity of the defendant to distinguish: 
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between right and wrong at the time of and in respect of the matter 
under investigation. State v. Spence (first hearing), 271 N.C. 238, 
155 S.E. 2d 802; State v. Matthews, 226 N.C. 689, 39 S.E. 2d 819. 
Evidence tending to show the mental condition of the accused, both 
before and after the commission of the act, 1s competent provided it 
bears such relation to the defendant’s condition of mind at the time 
of the alleged crime as to be worthy of consideration in respect 
thereto. State v. Duncan, 244 N.C. 374, 93 S.E. 2d 421. Obviously, 
it would not be practicable to limit expert testimony upon this sub- 
ject to witnesses who had the defendant under observation at the 
instant the act in question was committed. 


[39] In State v. Matthews, supra, it is said that a witness may not 
testify as to his opinion concerning the mental capacity of the de- 
fendant to commit the specific crime with which he is charged. The 
State’s expert witness in the present case did not so testify. He testi- 
fied that in his opinion, based upon his subsequent examination of 
the defendant, the defendant knew “right from wrong” on the day 
of the alleged offense. The witness, being an expert in the field of 
psychiatry, was competent to relate to the jury such opinion though 
he did not observe the defendant on the precise date of the alleged 
offense. 


[40] It is to be noted that two other witnesses, the only ones who 
were in the defendant’s company and who did observe him on that 
day, one when he left her home with the child at 6 p.m., and the other 
when he entered the restaurant and reported the child missing at 
approximately 9:45 p.m., each testified that he appeared to be and 
acted “normal.” His own witnesses, with the exception of his mother, 
testified that they observed no evidences of insanity. The burden 
rests upon the defendant to establish this defense “to the satisfac- 
tion of the jury.” State v. Harris, 228 N.C. 697, 28 S.E. 2d 2382. 


Comment By Trial Judge 


[41] The defendant assigns as error the comment of the trial 
judge in response to the defendant’s objection to a statement by the 
solicitor in the latter’s argument to the jury. The statement by the 
solicitor was, “his [the defendant’s] mother said she didn’t remem- 
ber whether she was charged with killing her first husband or not.” 
When the defendant’s counsel objected, the court replied, “I re- 
member distinctly that she said it.” The defendant is not entitled to 
a new trial on this account. 


The narrative summary of the testimony of the defendant’s 
mother set forth in the record before us does not contain this alleged 
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statement by her. She did testify: “I have been married twice. I did 
not kill my second husband but I was convicted and served time for 
his murder.” There was testimony by another witness that her first 
husband (the father of the defendant) “committed suicide when (the 
defendant) was only four months old.” In reviewing the evidence in 
his charge to the jury, as he was required to do by the statute, the 
trial judge again stated that the defendant’s mother testified “she 
was convicted of murdering her second husband, that she did not 
recall and does not remember whether she was charged with killing 
her first husband, the father of the defendant.” To this statement 
the defendant did not object and he made no attempt to call its al- 
leged inaccuracy to the attention of the court. 


[42] It is not required that the appellant set forth in his state- 
ment of the case on appeal the evidence in its entirety. On the con- 
trary, G.S. 1-282 states that the case on appeal! shall be ‘a concise 
statement of the case,” and it is common practice to omit portions 
of the testimony deemed by the parties of no consequence upon the 
appeal. Our examination of the entire charge of the court discloses 
that there were a number of instances in which evidence summarized 
therein by the judge for the benefit of the Jury is not otherwise re- 
flected in the record before us. These indicate that in the preparation 
of the statement of the case on appeal the appellant did not under- 
take to set out the evidence in its entirety. 


[41] The court correctly instructed the jury that it was to recall 
all of the testimony and to be guided by its recollection and not by 
the court’s summary of the evidence. While it is error for the court 
to express an opinion to the Jury reflecting upon the credibility of a 
witness, State v. Auston, 223 N.C. 208, 25 8.E. 2d 6138, we think it a 
strained construction of the remark of the court in this instance to 
call it an expression of opinion by the court as to the credibility of 
the witness. If it was, it is obvious that the statement was not pre}- 
udicial error since the witness had admitted her conviction of the 
murder of the second husband. It is inconceivable that this state- 
ment by the court, even if inaccurate, affected the verdict of the 
jury. It does not justify awarding a new trial to the defendant. The 
point is not stressed by the defendant in his brief. 


Validity Of The Death Sentence 


[43] The defendant does not, in his assignments of error or in his. 
brief, question the validity of the judgment imposing the death 
sentence, as such. Nevertheless, his appeal is, itself, an exception 
to the judgment and thus brings before us for review all matters 


316 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


STATE vt. ATKINSON 


appearing on the face of the record proper, including the sufficiency 
of the verdict to support the imposition of the death sentence. 1 
Strong, North Carolina Index 2d, Appeal and Error, § 26, and cases 
there cited. We, therefore, turn to the question of whether the ver- 
dict of guilty of murder in the first degree, without more, authorized 
the superior court to enter its judgment sentencing the defendant to 
death by asphyxiation. 


In State v. Peele, supra, we said that the decision of the Supreme 
Court of the United States in United States v. Jackson, 390 U.S. 570, 
88 S. Ct. 1209, 20 L. Ed. 2d 138, “is not authority for holding the 
death penalty in North Carolina may not be imposed under any 
circumstances for the crime of rape.” Bobbitt and Sharp, JJ., concur- 
ring in result, were of the opinion that the Peele case did not present 
for this Court’s determination whether the Jackson case “invalidates 
the death penalty under present North Carolina statutes.” 


In State v. Spence (hearing on remand), 274 N.C. 536, 164 S.E. 
2d 598, we said, “This Court has already held, in State v. Peele, 
supra, that United States v. Jackson, * * * is not authority for 
holding capital punishment is abolished altogether in North Car- 
olina.” Bobbitt and Sharp, JJ., dissented from so much of the de- 
cision in the Spence case as directed a new trial, their view being 
“the death penalty provisions of our present statutes, when considered 
in the light of Jackson, are invalid.” 


Whether or not the question of the effect of Umted States v. Jack- 
son, supra, upon G.S. 14-17 was before us in either State v. Peele, 
supra, or in State v. Spence, supra, it 1s before us in the present 
ease. We reaffirm the views expressed upon this question in the ma- 
jority opinions of this Court in State v. Peele, supra, and State v. 
Spence, supra. 


G.S. 14-17 provides: 


“Murder in the first and second degree defined; punishment. 
—A murder which shall be perpetrated by means of poison, 
lying in wait, imprisonment, starving, torture, or by any other 
kind of willful, deliberate and premeditated killing, or which 
shall be committed in the perpetration or attempt to perpetrate 
any arson, rape, robbery, burglary or other felony, shall be 
deemed to be murder in the first degree and shall be punished 
with death; Provided, if at the time of rendering its verdict in 
open court, the jury shall so recommend, the punishment shall 
be imprisonment for life in the State’s prison, and the Court 
shall so instruct the jury. * * *” 
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The proviso was added by an amendment enacted in 1949, the re- 
mainder of the statute having been enacted in 1898. 


G.S. 15-162.1 was enacted in 1953. Though subsequently repealed 
by Chapter 117 of the Session Laws of 1969, it was in effect at the 
time of the defendant’s trial below. It provided that any person, 
charged in a bill of indictment with murder in the first degree, might, 
after arraignment, tender in writing, signed by himself and his coun- 
sel, a plea of guilty of such crime, and the State, with the approval 
of the court, might accept such plea or reject it, in which latter event 
the trial should proceed upon a plea of not guilty and the tender of 
the plea of guilty would have no legal significance. G.S. 15-162.1 
then provided: 


“(b) In the event such plea is accepted, the tender and 
acceptance thereof shall have the effect of a jury verdict of 
guilty of the crime charged with recommendation by the jury 
in open court that the punishment shall be imprisonment for 
life in the State’s prison; and thereupon, the court shall pro- 
nounce judgment that the defendant be imprisoned for life in 
the State’s prison.” 


[44] It is to be noted that G.S. 14-17, providing for the sentence 
to be imposed upon a verdict returned by the jury, and G.S. 15-162.1, 
providing for the sentence to be imposed upon an accepted plea of 
guilty, were separate and distinct statutes, G.S. 14-17 having been 
in full effect long before G.S. 15-162.1 was enacted. It cannot, there- 
fore, be doubted that they were always separate and distinct legisla- 
tive provisions, that G.S. 14-17 is capable of standing alone as it did 
for several years and that the validity of G.S. 14-17 cannot be affected 
adversely by the invalidity, if any, of GS. 15-162.1, The repeal of 
G.S. 15.162.1, leaving G.S. 14-17 intact, shows the 1969 Legisiature’s 
intent for G.S. 14-17 to stand alone. 


In United States v. Jackson, supra, the Supreme Court of the 
United States reversed a judgment of the District Court which had 
dismissed an indictment for violation of the Federal Kidnapping 
Act, 18 U.S.C. § 1201. That Act provided: 


“Whoever knowingly transports in interstate * * * com- 
merce, any person who has been unlawfully * * * kidnaped 
* * * and held for ransom * * * shall be punished (1) by 
death if the kidnaped person has not been liberated unharmed, 
and if the verdict of the jury shall so recommend, or (2) by im- 
prisonment for any term of years or for life, if the death penalty 
is not imposed.” 
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As the Supreme Court of the United States observed in its opin- 
ion in the Jackson case, the Federal Kidnapping Act, as originally 
enacted by Congress in 1932, contained no provision for the infliction 
of capital punishment. An amendment, enacted in 1934, inserted the 
provision authorizing the death penalty to be imposed under spe- 
cific circumstances, “if the verdict of the jury shall so recommend.” 
The decision of the Jackson case was that the amendment of 1934 
was unconstitutional for the reason that it imposed ‘‘an impermissible 
burden upon the exercise of” the defendant’s constitutional right to 
demand a jury trial. 


Prior to the adoption of the 19384 amendment, one accused of vio- 
lating the Federal Kidnapping Act could exercise his constitutional 
right to demand a jury trial without risk of the death penalty if the 
jury found him guilty. Under the 1934 amendment, he could not. For 
this reason, the Court held the 1934 amendment authorizing the jury 
to fix the penalty at death was unconstitutional, not because the 
death penalty, per se, is unconstitutional but because the 1934 
amendment discouraged the exercise of the defendant’s constitu- 
tional right to a trial by jury. The Court then said that the original 
Federal Kidnapping Act, which contained no provision discouraging 
the exercise of the right to a jury trial, could and should stand as a 
separate, divisible statutory enactment apart from the 1934 amend- 
ment. Consequently, the Court struck from the act the 1934 amend- 
ment, leaving the act in its original form, and held the indictment 
valid. 


[44, 45] The legislative history of G.S. 14-17 and GS. 15-162.1 
bears no similarity whatever to the legislative history of the Federal 
Kidnapping Act. If there was anything in these two statutes which 
discouraged the defendant from demanding a jury trial, it was found 
in G.S. 15-162.1, the later of the two separate and distinct statutes. 
The constitutionality of G.S. 15-162.1, while in effect, is not presently 
before us and we express no opinion with reference to its then va- 
lidity. If, however, that statute is subsequently held invalid upon 
the ground suggested in United States v. Jackson, supra, or other- 
wise, such decision will not and cannot affect the validity of GS. 
14-17, a wholly separate, independent, previously existing and sur- 
viving statute. Thus, the decision in United States v. Jackson, supra, 
did not, at the time of the judgment in this case, and does not now 
forbid the courts of this State to impose the sentence of death pur- 
suant to a verdict of the jurv in accordance with G.S. 14-17. 


[46] Umted States v. Jackson, supra, arose on a motion to dis- 
miss the indictment. The present case comes before us after the de- 
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fendant has pleaded to the indictment. In the Jackson case, 1t was 
not known how the defendant might wish to plead. In this case, the 
defendant pleaded not guilty and was tried by a jury. Whatever the 
effect of G.S. 15-162.1 might have been upon other defendants charged 
with first degree murder, its being in the statute book at the time 
of this defendant’s arraignment and trial did not discourage him 
from exercising his constitutional right to a trial by jury. 


[47] There remains for decision the question of whether the im- 
position of the death penalty for first degree murder is unconstitu- 
tional per se. The Supreme Court of the United States has not so 
declared. We find nothing in the Constitution of the United States 
which leads us to such a conclusion. 


[48] The imposition of the death penalty upon a conviction of 
murder is expresslv authorized by Article XI, § 2, of the Constitu- 
tion of North Carolina, adopted in 1868. G.S. 14-17 was enacted pur- 
suant to that constitutional provision. The history of this provision 
in our State Constitution is of major significance in the determina- 
tion of the effect of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States upon the authority of North Carolina to im- 
pose the death penalty. This provision reads as follows: 


“Death punishment. —- The object of punishments being not 
only to satisfy Justice, but also to reform the offender, and thus 
prevent crime, murder, arson, burglary, and rape, and these only, 
may be punishable with death, if the General Assembly shall so 
enact.” 


Prior to the Constitution of 1868, there was no reference to the 
death penalty in the Constitution of North Carolina. The death 
penalty was, nevertheless, imposed in many cases in this State from 
the winning of our independence down to 1868, just as it was im- 
posed during that period by the courts of the other states of the 
Union, under the provisions of statutes enacted in recognition of the 
power of the Legislature of a state to fix, in its discretion, a punish- 
ment for crime, unless forbidden to do so by a constitutional pro- 
vision. 

It is a matter of well known history that the Constitution of 
1868 was adopted by this State in order to meet conditions imposed 
by the Federal Congress upon the right of this State to send its law- 
ful representatives to the Congress following the Civil War. See: 
Woodrow Wilson, History of the American People, Vol. V, pp. 37, 
44, 46: Hamilton, Reconstruction In North Carolina, pp. 187, 215, 
217, 288. It was adopted contemporaneously with the ratification of 
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the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 
Obviously, the entire Constitution of North Carolina of 1868 was 
examined with care by the very Congress which proposed the Four- 
teenth Amendment to the states and was approved by that Congress. 
See Hamilton, op. cit., p. 288. 


[49] In the light of this constitutional history, it is inconceivable 
that the Congress which submitted the Fourteenth Amendment, or 
the states which ratified it, regarded anything therein as prohibiting 
a state to impose the death penalty upon conviction of first degree 
murder. The widespread and frequent imposition of the death pen- 
alty by the courts of the several states in the one hundred years 
which have elapsed since the adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment, 
and the acquiescence therein by the Supreme Court of the United 
States in cases innumerable, clearly refute the suggestion that the 
Fourteenth Amendment prevents the State of North Carolina from 
sentencing this defendant to death pursuant to G.S. 14-17. 


The constitutionality of a state statute cannot be determined by 
taking a Gallup poll of the opinion of the public with reference to 
the efficacy or the morality of a statute authorizing the imposition 
of the death penalty, even if it be assumed that the question can be 
framed so as to be understood by all of those reached by the takers 
of the “straw vote.” The power of a sovereign state of this Union to 
enact legislation 1s to be determined by the courts, not by public 
opinion polls or by writings in sociological journals or treatises. It 
is the duty of this Court to determine whether the State of North 
Carolina has that power in the light of the history of the constitu- 
tional provisions said to forbid its exercise and in the light of the 
long line of judicial interpretations of those constitutional pro- 
visions. Our determination is not to be guided by tabulations of an- 
swers to public opinion polls, said to have been received by the poll 
takers from unknown members of the public, not shown to have been 
advertent to either the language of such constitutional provisions, 
their history or their interpretation by the courts of this country. 


[50] It is not for this Court, or any other court, to determine 
whether the provision imposing the death penalty for the commis- 
sion of first degree murder is or is not a wise policy for a state con- 
cerned with the protection of its people from such acts. It is not for 
us, or any other court, to determine whether a statute providing for 
the death penalty is a more effective deterrent to first degree murder 
than some other penal provision would be. It is for the Legislature 
of North Carolina to make that decision. It has done so in the en- 
actment of G.S. 14-17 and, within recent days, has reaffirmed that 


N.C.] SPRING TERM 1969 321 





STATE vu. ATKINSON 





policy determination by its rejection of a proposal to abolish the 
provision for the imposition of the death penalty. The sole question 
before us, in this connection, is whether there is any provision of the 
State or Federal Constitution which prevents the Legislature of 
North Carolina from adopting such policy and enacting a statute to 
carry it into effect. We find no such provision in either Constitution. 


Review Of The Record Ex Mero Motu 


[51] It has long been the rule of this Court that “in capital cases 
the Supreme Court will review the record and take cognizance of 
prejudicial error ex mero motu.” See State v. Oakes, 249 N.C. 282, 
106 S.E. 2d 206. We have reviewed the entire record in this case, 
without limitation to the assignments of error made by the defend- 
ant. 


The defendant has been represented throughout this proceeding 
with diligence and skill by two able attorneys, experienced in the 
practice of criminal law in the courts of Wayne County and in this 
Court. They were appointed to represent him, without expense to 
him, several months prior to the calling of his case for trial. He has 
been given, free of expense to him, expert psychiatric examination 
to determine his mental competency to plead to the charge brought 
against him. Without expense to him, the record of his trial and the 
brief of his able counsel have been prepared and made available to 
this Court for review. We have carefully considered every part of 
that record and the earnest arguments of his counsel. The State of 
North Carolina has afforded him a fair trial in accordance with its 
established procedures applicable to all such cases. 


The evidence is ample to support the finding that the defendant, 
a sane man, with malice aforethought and with premeditation and 
deliberation, killed his four year old stepdaughter, Kathy Carr, that, 
after first grievously injuring her in a manner she could not under- 
stand, he took a shovel, placed 1t and the bleeding child, who had 
been taught to love and trust him, in his car, drove 18 miles to a 
lonely area, left the little child in the car, went into the woods, dug 
her grave, returned to the car and, taking her !ittle hand in his, led 
her through the dark woods to the hole he had dug, there smothered 
her to death with his hands, threw her body into the hole and covered 
it in such a manner that only the defendant and God would know 
her resting place. | 

The jury has, upon this evidence, under full and correct instruc- 


tions of the trial judge as to the law, found him guilty of first degree 
murder and has concluded that he should be executed in the manner 
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provided by law. The statute of this State authorized the jury to 
return such verdict and required the judge, thereupon, to enter the 
judgment contained in the record. We find no error of law in the 
trial which would justify us in granting the defendant a new trial 
or in vacating or modifying the judgment. 


No error. 


Hicarns, J., concurring: 


The defendant was indicted for murder in the first degree. When 
arraigned, he entered a plea of not guilty. The parties to the trial 
selected a jury satisfactory to both. After full hearing and determi- 
nation, the jury returned a verdict of guilty as charged. The court 
followed the mandate of G.S. 14-17 and imposed a death sentence. 
This Court has held the trial was free from error. So long as the ver- 
dict stands, no other sentence or judgment is authorized. 


In my opinion the rule announced by the Supreme Court in 
United States v. Jackson, 390 U.S. 570 is not applicable in this case. 
Jackson was indicted for kidnapping. For that offense the law em- 
powered the judge to punish by imprisonment. The Kidnapping Act, 
however, provides that if the victim is not released unharmed, the 
jury may fix the punishment at death. The Jury, but not the Judge, 
has such power. By a plea of guilty, the kidnapper bypassed the jury 
and placed himself before the trial judge whose power to punish is 
limited to imprisonment. The Supreme Court held the fear of the 
death penalty was a chill on the constitutional right of the accused 
to plead not guilty and to demand a jury trial. The danger to be 
avoided is the risk that an innocent man may be caught in a mesh 
of circumstances which induces him to plead guilty rather than 
permit a jury with its power of life or death to pass on his case. 


In the light of Jackson, the defendant Atkinson might have rea- 
son to complain if he had entered a plea of guilty under the pro- 
visions of G.S. 15-162.1 (now repealed) and submitted to a life sen- 
tence. He might allege that his rights to plead not guilty and to have 
a jury trial were abandoned because he feared the result incident to 
a jury verdict. These considerations, in no wise, interfered with At- 
kinson’s constitutional right to plead not guilty and to have a jury 
trial. He pled not guilty. He had a jury trial. His constitutional 
rights, in no particular, were denied him. So far as the assertion of 
these rights was concerned, G.S. 15-162.1 was not involved. 


If the Court undertakes to determine that punishment for murder 
in the first degree shall be by imprisonment, it goes beyond the au- 
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thority of G.S. 14-17 and I think beyond the function of proper ap- 
pellate review, and invades the legislative field. 


I concur in the Court’s opinion. 


Bossitt, J., dissenting as to death sentence: 


I vote to vacate the judgment imposing the death sentence. In my 
opinion, the verdict of guilty of murder in the first degree should be 
upheld and the cause remanded for pronouncement of a judgment 
imposing a sentence of life imprisonment. 


When the loathsome and despicable crime was committed and 
when defendant was arraigned, tried and sentenced, the statutes in 
force relating to first degree murcler were codified as G.S. 14-17 and 

as G.S. 15-162.1. G.S. 14-17 has continued and is now in force. GS. 
~ 15-162.1 was repealed (effective March 25, 1969) by Chapter 117, 
Session Laws of 1969. 


GS. 14-17 and G\S. 15-162.1, when both were in force, were in 
part materia. Considered and construed together, they set forth a 
unitary statutory plan for the punishment of first degree murder by 
death or by life imprisonment. The tender and acceptance of a plea 
of guilty of first degree murder in accordance with G.S. 15-162.1 re- 
moved the possibility of a death sentence. The possibility of a death 
sentence remained if a defendant pleaded not guilty and was placed 
on trial for first degree murder. If found guilty of first degree mur- 
der, the punishment was death unless the Jury in its unbridled dis- 
cretion saw fit to recommend that the punishment be imprisonment 
for life. 


It was and is my opinion that, until G.S. 15-162.1 was repealed, 
decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States in United States 
v. Jackson, 390 U.S. 570, 20 L. ed. 2d 138, 88 S. Ct. 1209, and Pope 
v. United States, 392 U.S. 651, 20 L. ed. 2d 1817, 88 8. Ct. 2145, in- 
validated the death penalty provision of G.S. 14-17 and that no valid 
sentence of death could be pronounced. 


The death penalty provisions of the Federal Kidnapping Act (18 
U.S.C. § 1201(a)) and of the Federal Bank Robbery Act (18 U.S.C. 
§ 2113(e)) were held invalid in Jackson and in Pope, respectively, 
because they imposed an impermissible burden upon an accused’s 
exercise of his Fifth Amendment right not to plead guilty and his 
Sixth Amendment right to demand a jury trial. No other provision 
of either of these statutes was invalidated. In gist, these decisions 
held that no death penalty provision is valid if applicable only to 
defendants who assert the right to contest their guilt before a jury. 
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Reference is made to my (concurring in part and dissenting in 
part) opinion in State v. Spence, 274 N.C. 536, 545, 164 S.E. 2d 593, 
598, for the full provisions of G.S. 14-17 and G.S. 15-162.1, and to 
the discussion therein of each of the following decisions: Umted 
States v. Jackson, supra; Pope v. United States, supra; State v. 
Harper, 162 S.E. 2d 712 (S.C. 1968); State v. Forcella, 245 A. 2d 
181 (N.J. 1968); Alford v. North Carolina, 405 F. 2d 340 (4 Cir. 
1968); In re Anderson, 447 P. 2d 117 (Cal. 1968). 


The majority opinion herein seeks to uphold the validity of the 
death sentence on grounds other than those expressed in support of 
its validity in State v. Peele, 274 N.C. 106, 161 S.E. 2d 568, and 
adopted in Parker v. State, 2 N.C. App. 27, 162 S.E. 2d 526. Here- 
after, this opinion relates primarily to the asserted new grounds upon 
which the majority rely. 


In my opinion, no provision of the Constitution of the United 
States prohibits our General Assembly from providing for the pun- 
ishment by death of a defendant who is convicted of the crime of 
murder in the first degree. It is the province of the General Assembly 
to determine whether, as a matter of State policy, murder in the 
first degree should be punished by death. I am in accord with the 
majority’s holding that the imposition of the death penalty for 
murder in the first degree is not unconstitutional per se. We differ as 
to whether Jackson and Pope invalidated the death penalty pro- 
vision of G.S. 14-17 during the period prior to the repeal of GS. 
15-162.1. 


In the majority opinion, emphasis is placed on the fact defendant 
pleaded not guilty and that the death sentence was pronounced pur- 
suant to the verdict of the jury. In Jackson and Pope, whether a de- 
fendant pleaded guilty or not guilty had no bearing upon the va- 
lidity of the death penalty provision. It was held the death penalty 
provision itself was invalid. 


In Jackson, the defendant did not plead to the indictment but 
moved to quash it. It was held the death penalty provision was in- 
valid but that the statute was otherwise valid and the prosecution 
would proceed on the indictment but in no event could a death sen- 
tence be pronounced. In Pope, as in the present case, the defendant 
pleaded not guilty and the jury which convicted him directed that 
he be punished by death. Holding the death penalty provision in- 
valid, the judgment of the Court of Appeals which sustained the 
death sentence was vacated and the cause was remanded for further 
proceedings consistent with the opinion. 
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In my opinion, the death penalty provision of G.S. 14-17 during 
the period prior to the repeal of G.S. 15-162.1 was invalid under all 
circumstances. Its invalidity did not vary from case to case accord- 
ing to each defendant’s plea. 


The majority opinion asserts that Jackson invalidated the 1934 
Act, which amended the Federal Kidnapping Act. In my opinion, 
Jackson invalidated only the death penalty provision of the 1934 
Act. 


The full text of the Act of May 18, 1934, 48 Stat. 781-782, is 
quoted below. 


“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America in Congress assembled, That the Act 
of June 22, 1932 (U.S.C., ch. 271, title 18, sec. 408a), be, and the same 
is hereby, amended to read as follows: 


“AVhoever shall knowingly transport or cause to be transported, 
or aid or abet in transporting, in interstate or foreign commerce, any 
person who shall have been unlawfully seized, confined, inveigled, 
decoyed, kidnaped, abducted, or carried away by any means what- 
soever and held for ransom or reward or otherwise, except, in the 
case of a minor, by a parent thercor, shall, upon conviction, be pun- 
ished (1) by death if the verdict of the jury shall so recommend, 
provided that the sentence of death shall not be imposed by the court 
if, prior to its imposition, the kidnaped person has been liberated 
unharmed, or (2) if the death penalty shall not apply nor be imposed 
the convicted person shall be punished by imprisonment in the pen- 
itentiary for such term of years as the court in its discretion shall 
determine: Provided, That the failure to release such person within 
seven days after he shall have been unlawfully seized, confined, in- 
veigled, decoyed, kidnaped, abducted, or carried away shall create 
a presumption that such person has been transported in interstate or 
foreign commerce, but such presumption shall not be conclusive. 


“Sec. 2. The term “interstate or foreign commerce”, as used 
herein, shall include transportation from one State, Territory, or the 
District of Columbia to another State, Territory, or the District of 
Columbia, or to a foreign country, or from a foreign country to any 
State, Territory, or the District of Columbia. 


“Sec. 3. If two or more persons enter into an agreement, con- 
federation, or conspiracy to violate the provisions of the foregoing 
Act and do any overt act toward carrying out such unlawful agree- 
ment, confederation, or conspiracy, such person or persons shall be 
punished in like manner as hereinbefore provided by this Act.’” 
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The 1934 Act, a complete statute, incorporates the provisions of 
the (original) Federal Kidnapping Act of June 22, 1932, 47 Stat. 
326, and in addition the italicized portion enacted originally by the 
1984 Act. It is noteworthy that the proviso in Section 1, which was 
enacted originally by the 1934 Act, was not invalidated by the de- 
cision in Jackson. 


The death penalty provision considered in Pope was an integral 
part of the Act of May 18, 1934, 48 Stat. 788, the basie (original) 
Federal Bank Robbery Act. Section 3 of the 1984 Federal Bank Rob- 
bery Act provided: ‘Whoever, in committing any offense defined in 
this Act, or in avoiding or attempting to avoid apprehension for the 
commission of such offense, or in freeing himself or attempting to 
free himself from arrest or confinement for such offense, kills any 
person, or forces any person to accompany him without the consent 
of such person, shall be punished by imprisonment for not less than 
10 years, or by death if the verdict of the jury shall so direct.” In 
Pope, the death penalty provision, an integral part of the original 
statute, was held invalid. No statute amending the original act was 
involved. 


It is noted that the decisions in Jackson and in Pope did not im- 
pair the right of a defendant to tender or the right of the court to 
accept or refuse to accept a plea of guilty or nolo contendere as pro- 
vided in Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. See 
my opinion in Spence, 274 N.C. at 553, 164 S.E. 2d at 603. 


The majority opinion suggests that Jackson may have invali- 
dated G.S. 15-162.1 rather than the death penalty provision of G.S. 
14-17. I cannot accept this view. G.S. 15.162.1 provided for punish- 
ment by life imprisonment when a plea of guilty of first degree 
murder was tendered and accepted. In such case, neither the judge 
nor the jury had any discretionary power in respect of punishment. 
Obviously, the General Assembly had authority to provide for the 
tender of such plea and for punishment by life imprisonment upon 
acceptance thereof. I perceive no invalidity whatever in that statute. 
The impact of this valid statute is what rendered invalid the death 
penalty provision of G.S. 14-17. G.S. 15-162.1 was based on Chapter 
616, Session Laws of 19538, which repealed all laws and clauses of 
laws in conflict therewith. 

Recent decisions in which Jackson is considered are noted below. 


In King v. Cook, 211 So. 2d 517, it was held that Jackson did 
not apply. The Supreme Court of Mississippi, in drawing the dis- 
tinction between the Federal Kidnapping Statute and the Mississippi 
statute, said: “A defendant in this jurisdiction who enters a plea of 
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guilty is not assured that he will not receive the death penalty. Be- 
fore the death penalty can be imposed under Section 2217 as in- 
terpreted in Yates, upon an accused’s entering a guilty plea, the 
trial judge must submit the question of the type of punishment to 
a jury, which may impose either the death penalty or a life sentence.” 


In Maxwell v. Bishop, 398 F. 2d 138, the Court of Appeals for 
the Eighth Circuit, after a discussion of the Arkansas statutes, said: 
“Thus, in contrast to the Federal Kidnaping Act, an Arkansas de- 
fendant, by entering a plea of guilty in a capital case, does not avoid 
a trial by jury on the issue of punishment. The critical choice under 
the federal act which occasioned the result in Jackson, is thus not 
present under the Arkansas statutes.” 


It should be noted that Norzh Carolina statutes make no pro- 
vision for separate trials as to guilt and as to penalty by the same 
jury or by different juries. 


Whether Jackson applied was only one of several constitutional 
questions considered in Mazwell v. Bishop, supra. Certiorart to re- 
view the Eighth Circuit’s decision in Maxwell v. Bishop, supra, was 
granted December 16, 1968, 393 U.S. 997, 21 L. ed. 2d 462, 89 S. Ct. 
488. In granting certiorari, the Supreme Court of the United States 
limited its review to Questions 2 and 38 of the petition which read as 
follows: 


“2, Whether Arkansas’ practice of permitting the trial jury ab- 
solute discretion, uncontrolled by standards or directions of any 
kind, to impose the death penalty violates the Due Process Clause of 
the Fourteenth Amendment? 


“3. Whether Arkansas’ single-verdict procedure, which requires 
the jury to determine guilt and punishment simultaneously and a 
defendant to choose between presenting mitigating evidence on the 
punishment issue or maintaining his privilege against self-incrimi- 
nation on the guilt issue, violates the Fifth and Fourteenth Amend- 
ments?” 


Although I rest my dissent primarily on Jackson and Pope, the 
questions awaiting decision by the Supreme Court of the United 
States in Maxwell v. Bishop, supra, directly involve the validity of 
the proviso of our G.S. 14-17. Uncertainty in respect of its validity 
should be removed by the decision in that case. It 1s noted that full 
arguments were heard by the Supreme Court of the United States 
in March, 1969. 37 U.S.L.W. 3330-3333. 


Summarizing my views: 
When the crime was committed and when defendant was arraigned, 
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tried and sentenced, the death penalty, under the North Carolina 
statutes then in force, was invalid and unenforceable. Under our stat- 
utes, the punishment for murder in the first degree is either death or 
life imprisonment. Upon invalidation of the death penalty, the only 
permissible punishment was life imprisonment. Consequently, my 
vote is to vacate the death sentence and to remand the case to the 
superior court for the pronouncement of a judgment of life imprison- 
ment. 


SHarp, J., joins in this opinion. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. CORE BANKS CLUB PROPERTIES, INC. 
No. 19 


(Filed 19 May 1969) 


1. Eminent Domain § 7—— pleadings — allegations that condemnor has 
complied with statute 

Allegations by the condemnor that it has complied with statutory pro- 

cedural requirements are a prerequisite in any action to condemn land. 


2. Eminent Domain § 4— _ delegation of power— Department of Ad- 
ministration — national seashore park 
In the absence of specific legislative authorization, the Department of 
Administration has no power to condemn Outer Banks property for con- 
veyance to the United States for a national seashore park. 


3. Eminent Domain § 1— nature and extent of power — constitutional 
limitations 


The right of eminent domain is not conferred by constitutions but is in- 
herent in sovereignty, although its exercise is limited by the constitutional 
requirements of due process and paynient of just compensation for prop- 
erty condemned. 


4. Eminent Domain § 4; Constitutional Law § 7— legislative pow- 
ers — eminent domain 
Under our division of governmental power into three branches — ex- 
ecutive, legislative and judicial— only the legislative can authorize the 
exercise of the power of eminent domain and prescribe the manner of its 
use, 


5. Eminent Domain 8§ 1, 4—~ nature and extent of power — legislature 

The right of eminent domain Hes dormant in the State until the legis- 

lature, by statute, confers the power and points out the occasion, mode, 
conditions and agencies for its exercise, 
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6. Eminent Domain § 4— delegation of power— Department of Ad- 
ministration 
The Department of Administration, as land acquisition agent for the 
State and its agencies, can effect only the condemnations which the legis- 
lature authorizes; it may not decide the public purpose or initiate the 
project for which the State’s power of eminent domain may be used. G.S. 
146-22 et seq., G.S. 148-885 et seg., G.S. 148-341 (4). 


@. Eminent Domain § 1— _ extent of power — effect of procedural 
statute . 
A statute which merely sets forth a mode of procedure will not impliedly 
grant the power of eminent domain, 


8. Eminent Domain § 4— delegation of power— Department of Ad- 
ministration — national seashore park 
The State Capital Improvement Act of 1958 (Session Laws of 1959, Ch. 
1039), which grants to the Department of Conservation and Development 
the power to condemn land in connection with preserving and rehabilitating 
the Outer Banks, does not authorize the State, acting through the De 
partment of Administration. to condemn Outer Banks property in order 
to convey it to the United States government for a national seashore park, 
even though shore-erosion control and the preservation of the Outer Banks 
will be one of the prime objectives of the park. 


9. Eminent Domain § 4— delegation of power— Department of Ad- 
ministration —~ national seashore park 
Resolution 66, Session Laws of 1965, wherein the General Assembly en- 
dorsed the Cape Lookout National Seashore project, does not authorize 
condemnation by the State of Outer Banks property for the purpose of 
conveying it to the United States or for any other purpose. 


10. Eminent Domain § 4— delegation of power — statutory construc- 
tion 
In construing statutes which are claimed to authorize the exercise of 
the power of eminent domain, a strict rather than a liberal construction 
is the rule. 


11. Eminent Domain §8§ 1, 4— _ extent and delegation of power — stat- 
ute 
The right of eminent domain must be eonferred by statute, either in ex- 
press words or by necessary implication. 


12. Eminent Domain § 4— delegation of power-—-G.S. 146-36 — na- 
tional seashore park 
G.S. 146-36, providing that the Ciovernor and Council of State may enter 
into contract or other agreement binding the State to acquire for and to 
confers no power of eminent domain upon the State to acquire Outer Banks 
convey to the United States government land or any interest in land, 
property for a national seashore park. 


183. Eminent Domain §§ 1, 8— _ exercise of power for use of federal 
government 
Where a partial benefit at least accrues to the State, it may properly 
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exercise its power of eminent domain for the benefit and use of the 
United States except in connection with uses which are exclusively na- 
tional in character. 


14. Eminent Domain § 8— public purpose — national seashore park 


Condemnation by the State of Outer Banks property for conveyance to 
the United States for a national seashore park is a condemnation for a 
public purpose. 


Hiecins, J., dissents. 


Appa by plaintiff from Cohoon, J., 25 November 1968 Civil Ses- 
sion of CARTERET, certified pursuant to G.S. 7A-31(b) (1) for review 
by the Supreme Court before determination by the Court of Appeals. 


Action for condemnation of land, heard on demurrer. The com- 
plaint alleges: The sovereign State of North Carolina, acting through 
its Department of Administration and with the approval of the 
Governor and Council of State, is empowered by N. C. Gen. Stat. 
Ch. 146, Art. 6 (G.S. 146-22 et seg.) to condemn land in the manner 
prescribed by G.S. 186-103 et seg. Defendant owns approximately 
950 acres in Carteret County lying between the Atlantic Ocean and 
Core Sound. Acquisition of this specifically described land by the 
State is necessary “for the creation of a federally-sponsored Na- 
tional Seashore,” to protect the Outer Banks of North Carolina, and 
to preserve their “natural scenic beauty, recreational potential and 
historical interest.” Plaintiff has in good faith negotiated with de- 
fendant for the purchase of the described property, but has been 
unable to buy it. By this proceeding, instituted with the approval of 
the Governor and Council of State, the State seeks to acquire the 
property in fee simple. 


The prayer for relief is that the court determine the “just com- 
pensation” which plaintiff should pay defendant for the land de- 
scribed in the complaint. 


At the time of filing the complaint, the State deposited in the 
office of the clerk of the Superior Court of Carteret County the sum 
of $64,360.00 as its estimate of just compensation for the property. 


Thereafter defendant demurred to the complaint and applied to 
the court for an injunction restraining plaintiff “from taking pos- 
session of the defendant’s property and from conveying it to the 
Federal Government and from otherwise exercising dominion over 
the property and interfering with the use and enjoyment thereof by 
defendant.” Judge Exum signed a temporary restraining order. It 
was made returnable before Judge Cohoon, who heard the matter on 
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25 November 1968. From his judgment sustaining the demurrer and 
dismissing the action, plaintiff appealed. 


Robert Aforgan, Attorney General; Parks H. Icenhour, Assistant 
Attorney General; Rafford EH. Jones, Real Pronerty Attorney, for 
the State. 


McLendon, Brim, Brooks, Pierce & Daniels by Hubert Humphrey 
for defendant appellee. 


SHARP, J. 


Defendant demurs to the complaint upon the following grounds: 
(1) It diseloses no statutory authority for the State to condemn its 
property for the purpose alleged —a federally owned park —; (2) it 
reveals that the condemnation is not for a State public use; and (3) 
it fails to allege compliance with statutory requirements, which are 
conditions precedent to the institution of this action. 


{1] We postpone at the outset the basic question whether the law 
now authorizes the condemnation in suit and advert to defendant’s 
third ground for demurrer, 7.e., that plaintiff has not alleged com- 
pliance with statutory procedural requirements. Such allegations are 
a prerequisite in any action to condemn land. Redevelopment Com- 
mission v. Hagins, 258 N.C, 220, 128 8.E. 2d 391. 


G.S. 146-22 through G.S. 146-36, the authority under which plain- 
tiff alleges its right to condemn the land in suit, provides that ali 
acquisitions of land by the State or any State agency shall be made 
by the Department of Administration (Department) and approved 
by the Governor and Council of State. Before Department can ac- 
quire land by purchase or condemnation the following steps must be 
taken: (1) The ageney must file with Department an application 
setting forth its need for the requested acquisition. (2) Department 
“must investigate all aspects of the requested acquisition” (includ- 
ing the availability of the necessary funds) as detailed in GS. 
146-23. (3) After investigation, Department must determine that 
the best interests of the State require that the land be acquired. (4) 
Department must then negotiate with the owners for the purchase. 
If terms are agreed upon and the Governor and Council of State ap- 
prove them, Department buys the land. (5) If negotiations are un- 
successful and the Governor and Council of State give permission, 
Department institutes condemnation proceedings as provided in GS. 
146-24 and GS. 136-103. 


G.8. 1386-103 requires, inter alia, that the complaint con- 
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tain “a statement of the authority under which and the public use 
for which said land is taken.” 


Defendant concedes that plaintiff has alleged the performance 
of conditions (4) and (5) as enumerated above. It contends, how- 
ever, that the performance of conditions (1), (2), and (8) are not 
alleged; that the requirement of G.S. 136-103 that the complaint 
contain a statement of the authority under which the land is taken 
was not met; and that these omissions render the complaint fatally 
defective and require the dismissal of the action. 


Plaintiff’s contention is that allegation of these statutory re- 
quirements is not necessary, since the State itself—not one of its 
agencies —- seeks to obtain title to unique property for a Federal 
park. Notwithstanding, the stark allegations of the complaint are 
unsatisfactory and incomplete. Nevertheless, we pass defendant’s 
contention that the failure to allege compliance with statutory pro- 
cedural requirements is fatal and consider these questions: (1) Does 
G.S. 146-22 et seq., the “authority” under which plaintiff states it 
brings this action, authorize the condemnation? (2) If not, does any 
authority empower plaintiff to condemn the land for the purpose 
alleged? We deem this course to be in the public interest. 


The complaint alleges no federal law authorizing a “National 
Seashore” in Carteret County. Although the purpose of such a sea- 
shore is stated in general terms, the complaint alone would leave us 
to deduce from the location of the land that plans for a National 
Park are in the offing. Plaintiff-appellant’s brief confirms this de- 
duction and directs our attention to the following acts of the Gen- 
eral Assembly and Congress. 

(1) A Joint Resolution Endorsing The Cape Lookout National 
Seashore Project. Resolution 66, 8. L. 1965. This resolution states 
in part: 

“WHEREAS, the President of the United States has proposed the 
establishment of the Cape Lookout National Seashore on the coast 

of North Carolina; and 
| ‘“WueEreEas, the State of North Carolina has offered the Federal 
Government suitable land for the establishment of this facility; and 

ce * * 

“Wuereas, the history of Cape Hatteras National Seashore Rec- 
reational Area has proved the immeasurable esthetic, economic, and 
recreational value of such an asset within North Carolina; and 


‘“Wereas, the increase in both population and leisure time in 
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the United States add each day to the importance of outdoor areas 
for public use: 


Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Senate, the House of Repre- 
sentatives concurring: 


“Section 1. That the General Assembly does hereby endorse the 
Cape Lookout National Seashore project and encourage the Gov- 
ernor and all affected agencies of State Government to encourage 
and assist the project to the end that its establishment may be as- 
sured at the earliest possible date. 


cO% * % I) 


(2) 16 US.C\A. § 459 (1960). By this enactment, approved 
10 March 1966, the Congress of the United States authorized the 
establishment of the Cape Lookout National Seashore (Seashore) 
“in order to preserve for public use and enjoyment” the Outer Banks 
of Carteret County, N. C., between Ocracoke Inlet and Beaufort 
Inlet. In brief summary, pertinent provisions of the Act are (enum- 
eration ours): 


(a) Non-federal land within the seashore, except Shackleford 
Banks and a very small area on Lookout Bight, adjoining Cape 
Lookout Lighthouse, may be acquired by the Secretary of the In- 
terior only through donation. (The boundaries of the proposed Sea- 
shore are shown on map VS-CL-T101B on file in the office of the 
National Park Service, Department of Interior.) 


(b) When title to the lands, acquired under the preceding sec- 
tion, has been vested in the United States, the Secretary of the In- 
terior shall declare the establishment of the Seashore and define its 
boundaries. After such establishment, and subject to the limita- 
tions and conditions of the Act, the Secretary may acquire the re- 
mainder of the lands within the Seashore. 


(c) The Secretary may exchange federally owned property in 
North Carolina for nonfederal property within the Seashore and may 
equalize the values by paying or receiving cash. 

(d) A sum not to exceed $3,200,000 is “authorized to be ap- 


propriated” for the acquisition and development of the Seashore in 
accordance with the purposes of this Act. 


(Other sections of the Act provide for state and federal control 
of hunting and fishing, shore-erosion control, and general adminis- 
tration by the Secretary of Interior.) 


[2] Plaintiff does not rely upon specific legislative authority to 
condemn property for the Seashore. Its thesis seems to be: (1) The 
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State, not one of its political subdivisions or administrative agencies, 
here seeks to exercise its own sovereign right to condemn. (2) Under 
G.S. 146-22 the Department is the agency designated to exercise the 
State’s power of eminent domain. (8) This designation not only au- 
thorizes the Department to institute condemnation proceedings in 
the name of the State, but also empowers it to declare a necessary 
public use. In other words, plaintiff contends that it has the discre- 
tion and the power to condemn land for a federal park without spe- 
cific legislative authorization. This contention is insupportable. 


[3] The right to take private property for public use, the power 
of eminent domain, is one of the prerogatives of a sovereign state. 
The right is inherent in sovereignty; it is not conferred by constitu- 
tions. Its exercise, however, is limited by the constitutional require- 
ments of due process and payment of just compensation for property 
condemned. Redevelopment Commission v. Hagins, supra; Morgan- 
ton v. Hutton & Bourbonnais Co., 251 N.C. 531, 112 S.E. 2d 111; 
3 N. C. Index 2d, Eminent Domain 8§ 1, 4 (1967); 29A C.J.S. Em- 
anent Domain § 3 (1965). 


[4,5] In Hedrick v. Graham, 245 N.C. 249, 256, 96 S.E. 2d 129, 
184, and Lloyd v. Venable, 168 N.C. 531, 533, 84 S.E. 855, 856, this 
Court noted and acknowledged this universally accepted principle: 
Under our division of governmental power into three branches — 
executive, legislative, and judicial——only the legislative can autho- 
rize the exercise of the power of eminent domain and prescribe the 
manner of its use. The right of eminent domain lies dormant in the 
State until the legislature, by statute, confers the power and points 
out the occasion, mode, conditions and agencies for its exercise. Ac- 
cord, Society of the New York Hostal v. Johnson, 5 N.Y. 2d 102, 
154 N.E. 2d 550 (1958); Oregon State Highway Commission v. 
Stumbo, 222 Ore. 62, 352 P. 2d 478, 2 A.L.R. 3d 1028, 1032 (1960) ; 
29A C.J.S. Eminent Domain § 2 (1965); Annot., 22 L.R.A. (NS) 1, 
11-22 (1909); see also Annot., 79 A.L.R. 515 (1932). 


In Hedrick v. Graham, supra, Parker, J. (now C.J.), cited with 
approval 18 Am. Jur. Eminent Domain § 9 (1938), which contains 
the following statement: “The executive branch of the government 
cannot, without the authority of some statute, proceed to condemn 
property for its own uses. . . . Once authority is given to exer- 
cise the power of eminent domain, the matter ceases to be wholly 
legislative. The executive authorities may then decide whether the 
power will be invoked and to what extent, and the judiciary must 
decide whether the statute authorizing the taking violates any con- 
stitutional rights; and the fixing of the compensation is wholly a 
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judicial question.” Accord, 26 Am. Jur. 2d Eminent Domain § 5 
(1966). 


Plaintiff argues that G.S. 146-22 et seq. and G.S. 143-341 (4) (d) 
give Department (with the approval of the Governor and Council 
of State) carte blanche to condemn property. The wording of the 
statutes, their legislative history, and the actualities of political and 
economic life make it clear that the General Assembly did no such 
thing. It is not to be supposed that the legislature, which holds the 
purse strings and must appropriate the money to pay for the lands 
which Department condemns, would delegate to Department its pre- 
rogative to designate the public purpose for which the State’s power 
of eminent domain may be used and its revenues spent. Vance County 
v. Royster, 271 N.C. 58, 155 S.E. 2d 790. See also State v. Lyle, 100 
N.C. 497, 503, 6 S.E. 379, 380-81, and note G.S. 129-15, G.S. 186-89.64, 
G.S. 140-5.6. 


The Report of the Commission on Reorganization of State Gov- 
ernment (Commission), transmitted to the governor on 15 November 
1956, recommended that the General Assembly establish a Depart- 
ment of Administration, responsible to the Governor, to direct the 
“staff and housekeeping activities of the government.” It also recom- 
mended that “in the interests of better over-all efficiency” the De- 
partment as a “single staff ageney” be given “the duty of acquiring 
(as well as renting or leasing) real property for all State agencies 
other than rights-of-way for the State Highway and Public Works 
Commission subject to the approval of the Governor and Council of 
State.” Id. at 33. 


In 1957, the legislature implemented the Commission’s Report by 
creating Department, G.S. 143-835 et seq., and assigning to it the 
acquisition and control of State realty, G.S. 1438-841(4), G.S. 146-22 
et seg. In its Ninth Report, filed 21 November 1958, the Commission 
made additional recommendations (not pertinent here) with refer- 
ence to State land management. It noted that “the principal effect 
of the 1957 legislation was to transfer to the Department of Admin- 
istration the power to make all acquisitions and most dispositions of 
Jand on behalf of the State and its agencies. The Department, how- 
ever, can act only upon request of another State agency. . . .” Id. 
at 79. 


[6, 7] By GS. 146-22 et seq. the legislature merely appointed De- 
partment as acquisition agent and established the procedure it should 
follow in acquiring land. “[A] statute which merely sets forth a 
mode of procedure will not impliedly grant the power (of eminent 
domain).” 1 Nichols, Eminent Domain § 3.213 (1964). Thus, De- 
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partment can effect only the condemnations which the legislature 
authorizes; it may not decide the public purpose or initiate the 
project for which the State’s power of eminent domain may be used. 
See United States v. 458.95 Acres of Land, 22 F. Supp. 1017, 1019 
(E. D. Pa. 1987); 2 Nichols, Eminent Domain § 7.4 (1963). 


{8] The State Capital Improvement Act of 1959 (S. L. 1959, Ch. 
1039) is not mentioned in the complaint. Notwithstanding, plaintiff 
now contends (1) that the Act, which appropriated $600,000 and 
granted to the Department of Conservation and Development the 
power to condemn land “in connection with” preserving and re- 
habilitating the Outer Banks between Ocracoke Inlet and Cape 
Lookout-—— when considered along with Resolution 66, G.S. 146-22 
et seq. and G.S. 148-341(4) (d) — gives Department specific author- 
ity to condemn the land in suit, and (2) that after the land is thus 
acquired, G.S. 146-36 will empower plaintiff to convey it to the Fed- 
eral Government for the Seashore, authorized by 16 U.S. C. A. § 
459 (1960). 


The contention refutes itself. Plaintiff is not seeking to condemn 
the land so that its Department of Conservation and Development 
can stabilize the Outer Banks south of Hatteras, the purpose au- 
thorized by the 1959 Act. Plaintiff seeks to condemn the land in 
order to convey it to the United States for a National park. The 
fact that shore erosion control and the preservation of the Outer 
Banks will be one of the prime objectives of the National Park Ser- 
vice once the Seashore is established does not eliminate the require- 
ment of specific statutory authority for plaintiff to condemn land 
for a Federal park. The 1959 Act (§ 7.1(c)) contains a provision that 
all funds to be used by the Department of Conservation and De- 
velopment in restoring the Outer Banks, “including funds paid to the 
State by the Federal Government,” should be deposited in a special 
account. Thus it is clear that in 1959 the legislature did not contem- 
plate transferring title to this section of the Outer Banks to the 
United States. 


[9-11] Between 1959 and the passage of Resolution No. 66 in 
1965, however, the State apparently began to look to the Federal 
Government for help in halting erosion on the Outer Banks to the 
south of the Hatteras Seashore. Resolution No. 66, however, does not 
authorize the condemnation of these lands for the purpose of con- 
veying them to the United States or for any other purpose. “In con- 
struing statutes which are claimed to authorize the exercise of the 
power of eminent domain, a strict rather than a liberal construction 
is the rule.” Griffith v. R. R., 191 N.C. 84, 89, 131 S.E. 413, 416. The 
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right must be conferred by statute, either in express words or by 
necessary implication. 29A CJ.S. Hminent Domain § 22 (1965). 


[12] GS. 146-36, which plaintiff contends would empower it to 
convey the Outer Banks to the Federal Government once it acquired 
title to them, is the last section of “Article 8, Miscellaneous Pro- 
visions” of Chapter 146. The section provides: 


“Acquisitions for and conveyances to Federal government. The 
Governor and Couneil of State may, whenever they find that it is in 
the best interest of the State to do so, enter into any contract or other 
agreement which will be sufficient to comply with Federal laws or 
regulations, binding the State to acquire for and to convey to the 
United States government land or any interest in land, and to do 
such other acts and things as may be necessary for such compliance. 


“The Governor and Council of State may authorize any convey- 
ance to the United States government to be made upon nominal con- 
sideration whenever they deem it to be in the best interest of the 
State to do so.” 


We are not here called upon to define the limits of the authority 
conferred by this section. A literalist might well argue that it would 
empower the Governor and Council of State, should they deem it in 
the State’s best interest, to convey the Art Museum or any other 
State property to the Federal Government. Indeed, this is the con- 
clusion to which plaintiff’s argument would lead. We are not con- 
vinced that this statute, codified under “Miscellaneous Provisions,” 
confers such unlimited powers. However, for now it suffices to say 
that G.S. 146-36 confers no power of eminent domain; and that plain- 
tiff has alleged no contract between the State and Federal Govern- 
ment binding the State to convey defendant’s property to the United 
States, 


Finally, we consider defendant’s second ground for demurrer, 2.e., 
that condemnation for a Federal park is not a proper state purpose. 


[13] The genera! rule today is that “where a partial benefit, at 
least, accrues to the State,” it may properly exercise its power of 
eminent domain for the benefit and use of the United States except 
“in connection with uses which are exclusively national in character, 
such as post offices, custom offices or federal courts. . . .” State v. 
Tin Yan, 44 Hawaii 370, 388, 355 P. 2d 25, 32-33 (1960). Accord, 
County of San Benito v. Copper Mountain Mining Co., 7 Cal. App. 
2d 82, 45 P. 2d 428 (1935); Schooler v. State, 175 S.W. 2d 664 (Civ. 
App. Texas 1948); 26 Am. Jur. 2d Eminent Domain § 12 (1966) ; 
see Annot., 148 A.L.R. 1040 (1943). North Carolina is in accord 
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with the foregoing rule. Yarborough v. Park Commission, 196 N.C. 
284, 145 S.E. 563. 


In the past, North Carolina has transferred title to the United 
States for a National Park. By P. L. 1927, Ch. 48, the General As- 
sembly created the North Carolina Park Commission. This Act (1) 
directed the Commission to acquire title in the name of the State to 
the lands described in the Federal Act authorizing the establishment 
of the Great Smoky Mountains National Park; (2) authorized the 
issuance of State of North Carolina Park Bonds in an amount not 
to exceed two million dollars for the purpose and for their payment 
pledged the full faith, credit and taxing power of the State; (3) 
vested the Commission with the power of eminent domain to acquire 
land “in the name and in behalf of the State’; (4) authorized the 
Commission “to contract to give, grant, convey and transfer to the 
United States of America for National Park purposes all right, title 
and interests” which the State might acquire in the lands; and (5) 
authorized the Governor, with the attestation of the Secretary of 
State, to convey these lands to the United States. 


In Yarborough v. Park Commission, supra, plaintiff, a taxpayer, 
sought to restrain the issuance of the bonds authorized by P.L. 1927, 
Ch. 48, for that, inter alia, they were for a federal, not a state public 
purpose. In sustaining the demurrer, this Court said that the Com- 
mission’s authority to acquire land for the Great Smoky Mountains 
National Park was not impaired by its authorization “to cede the 
acquired property to the Federal Government in consideration of 
the public benefit to be derived from the establishment of a national 
park. . . . Under the doctrine of eminent domain the title may be 
acquired on behalf of the State and then by legislative and congres- 
sional assent it may be transferred to the United States.” Jd. at 291, 
145 S.E. at 568-69. The Court concluded: “As the use contemplated 
by the act of 1927 is a public use, the extent to which property shall 
be taken for such use rests in the discretion of the Legislature, subject 
to the restraint that just compensation shall be made.” Id. at 298, 
145 S.E. at 569. 


Citing Yarborough v. Park Commission, supra, the Supreme 
Courts of Tennessee and Virginia upheld legislation similar to P. L. 
1927, Ch. 48, by which their legislatures had authorized the con- 
demnation of land for conveyance to the United States for the Great 
Smoky Mountains National Park (Tenn.) and the Shenandoah Na- 
tional Park (Va.). State v. Oliver, 162 Tenn. 100, 35 S.W. 2d 396 
(1931); Rudacille v. State Commission, 155 Va. 808, 156 S.E. 829 
(1981). The Supreme Court of Tennessee observed: 
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“Notwithstanding the area acquired for park purposes by Tenn- 
essee is to be conveyed to the United States and controlled by the 
latter government, the state of Tennessee will be the chief beneficiary 
of the undertaking. . . . (It will) be more available to the people 
of Tennessee than to the people of any other state, with the possible 
exception of the people of North Carolina. Our people will enjoy 
every advantage from this park operated by the federal government 
that they would enjoy if it were operated by our own state. 
[While the citizens of Tennessee will not have superior rights in 
the park, they will have superior advantages in enjoying common 
rights.” State v. Oliver, supra at 109-10, 35 S.W. 2d at 399. Accord, 
Via v. State Commission on Conservation, etc., 9 F. Supp. 556 (W. 
D. Va. 1935). 


The foregoing observations of the Tennessee Court with refer- 
ence to that portion of the Great Smoky Mountains National Park 
located within its borders can, of course, be made with reference to 
the advantages which North Carolina citizens would derive from 
the Point Lockout National Seashore. Even more important, how- 
ever, the Federal Government would assume responsibility for the 
control of the shore erosion which threatens the unique Outer Banks. 
Their preservation is of vital importance not only to Eastern North 
Carolina but also to the entire State. 


[2, 14] There is no merit in defendant’s contention that the pro- 
posed condemnation is not for « proper public purpose. Notwith- 
standing, specific legislation will be required to authorize the con- 
demnation of land within the proposed Seashore before it can be 
conveyed to the United States for that purpose. United States v. 
Martin, 140 F. Supp. 42 (M.D.N.C. 1956); Uhlmann v. Wren, 97 
Ariz. 366, 401 P. 2d 113 (1965); County of San Bento v. Copper 
Mountain Mining Co., supra; Greater Baton Rouge Port Cominis- 
sion v. Morley, 232 La. 87, 98 So. 2d 912 (1957); Volden v. Selke, 
251 Minn. 349, 87 N.W. 2d 696 (1958); Richardson v. Cameron 
County, 275 S.W. 2d 709 (Civ. App. Texas 1955). In 1965 the Gen- 
eral Assembly expressed its desire that the Cape Lookout National 
Seashore be established “at the earliest possible date.” If that is still 
its wish, it may yet enact the necessary legislation. 


The order of Cohoon, J., sustaining the demurrer and dismissing 
the action is 


Affirmed. 


Hicerns, J., dissents. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR CERTIORARI TO THE CoURT oF APPEALS 


ELECTRO LIFT v. EQUIPMENT CoO. 
No. 50 PC. 


Case below: 4 N.C. App. 208. 
Petition for writ of certiorari to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 19 May 1969. 


HIGHWAY COMM. v. REALTY CORP. 
No. 45 PC. 


Case below: 4 N.C. App. 215. 
Petition for writ of certiorari to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 19 May 1969. 


McMANUS v. CHICK HAVEN FARMS 
No. 44 PC. 


Case below: 4 N.C. App. 177. 
Petition for writ of certiorart to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 19 May 1969. 


ROSS v. SAMPSON 
No. 49 PC. 


Case below: 4 N.C. App. 270. 
Petition for writ of certiorart to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 19 May 1969. 


SHORT v. HOSIERY MILLS 
No. 47 PC. 


Case below: 4 N.C. App. 290. 


Petition for writ of certiorart to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 6 May 1969. 
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DISPOSITION OF PETITIONS FOR CERTIORARI TO THE COURT OF APPEALS 


STATE v. FURR 
No. 42 PC. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 300. 


Petition for writ of certiorari 


peals denied 6 May 1969. 


STATE v. GODWIN 
No. 46 PC. 
Case below: 3 N.C. App. 55. 


Petition for writ of certiorari 
peals denied 19 May 1969. 


STATE v. SMITH 
No. 48 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 261. 


Petition for writ of certtoran 
peals denied 19 May 1969. 


YATES v. BROWN 
No. 38 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 92. 


Petition for writ of certiorari 
peals allowed 19 May 1969. 


to North Carolina Court of Ap- 


to North Carolina Court of Ap- 


to North Carolina Court of Ap- 


to North Carolina Court of Ap- 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


STATE v. CONRAD 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. DERMONT JARRELL CONRAD, TAL- 


TON GALLIMORE, JR., anp TERRY JAMES DAVIS 
No. 80 


(Filed 18 June 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 15— change of venue — unfavorable pre-trial pub- 


licity 

No error is disclosed in the trial court’s denial of defendants’ motion 
for a change of venue on the ground of unfavorable pre-trial publicity 
where the trial judge conducted a full inquiry, examined the newspaper 
articles and other news releases, considered affidavits presented by de- 
fendants and the State, and concluded that an impartial jury could be se- 
lected from the county, and the record fails to show that any juror ob- 
jectionable to either defendant was permitted to sit on the trial panel or 
that either defendant exhausted his peremptory challenges. 


2. Indictment and Warrant § 13; Conspiracy § 4— indictment for 


conspiracy — co-conspirators — bill of particulars 

In a prosecution upon an indictment charging that the three named de- 
fendants conspired “among themselves, with each other, and diverse others” 
to commit murder, the trial court did not err in denying defendants’ mo- 
tion for a bill of particulars setting forth the names of the “diverse others” 
referred to in the indictment where the solicitor advised the court that he 
did not know the names of any others and the State did not offer evi- 
dence involving anyone except those charged by name in the indictment. 
G.S. 15-148. 


8. Conspiracy § 3—— continuing offense 


Even though the offense of conspiracy is complete upon the formation 
of the illegal agreement, the offense continues until the conspiracy is con- 
summated or is abandoned. 


4. Conspiracy § 6— order of proof of conspiracy 


5. 


Because of the nature of the offense of criminal conspiracy, courts have 
recognized the inherent difficulty in proving the formation and activities 
of the criminal plan and have allowed wide lattitude in the order in 
which pertinent facts are offered in evidence, and a verdict rested thereon 
will not be disturbed if at the close of the evidence every constituent of 
the offense charged has been proved. 


Conspiracy § 5— acts and declarations of co-conspirators 


When evidence of a prima facie cause of conspiracy has been introduced, 
the acts and declarations of each party to the conspiracy in furtherance 
of its objectives are admissible against the other members. 


Conspiracy § 5— consideration of acts of one conspirator against 


other conspirators — necessary findings 

Consideration of the acts and declarations of one conspirator as evidence 
against his co-conspirators should be conditioned upon a finding that (1) 
a conspiracy existed, (2) the acts were done or the declarations were made 
by a party to the conspiracy and in pursuance of its objectives, and (3) 
the acts or declarations occurred while the conspiracy was active. 
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7. Conspiracy § 5— consideration of acts of conspirator before or after 


8. 


9. 


10. 


11 


12. 


13. 


existence of conspiracy 


Acts performed and declarations made before the conspiracy was 
formed or after it terminated are admissible only against the person who 
committed the acts or made the declarations, 


Conspiracy § 5— admission of acts and declarations of one con- 
spirator 

In this joint trial of three defendants for conspiracy to commit murder, 
the trial court did not err in the admission of evidence of the acts and 
declarations of one defendant over objections of the remaining defendants 
where the acts were performed or the declarations were made during the 
active existence of the conspiracy and concerning its purpose, and the 
court limited the jury’s consideration of such acts and declarations to those 
defendants who were present and participating at the time. 


Conspiracy § 5; Constitutional Law § 31; Criminal Law §§ 76, 
95— joint trial — admission of acts and declarations of one con- 
spirator — right to confrontation 

In this joint trial of three defendants for conspiracy to commit murder, 
the “right to confrontation rule” enunciated in Bruton v. United States, 

391 U.S. 123, is not violated by the admission of evidence of the acts or 
declarations of one defendant in furtherance of the conspiracy for con- 
sideration against other defendants who were present and participating 
at the time. 


Criminal Law §&§ 89, 99, 165-——- comment by trial court — expres- 
sion of opinion on evidence 

Comment by the trial judge in ruling on the solicitor’s objection to de- 
fense counsel’s questions concerning the attempt of a key State’s witness 
to commit suicide that “T don’t see the relevancy, but I don’t see the 
harm,” is held not to constitute prejudicial error where the court re- 
quired the witness to answer, notwithstanding evidence of the witness’s 
attempt at suicide may have some relevancy as to her mental balance and 
her recollection sufficient to be impeaching. 


Criminal Law § 164-—~- appellate review of nonsuit question — fail- 
ure to move for nonsuit in trial court 

The sufficiency of the State’s evidence in a criminal case is reviewable 
on appeal without regard to whether a motion was made pursuant to G:S. 
15-173 in the trial court. G.S. 15-178.1. 


Conspiracy § 6; Property § 4— _ sufficiency of evidence of conspir- 
acy and malicious destruction of property by explosives 

The evidence is held sufficient to be submitted to the jury as to defend- 
ants’ guilt of conspiracy to commit murder and of malicious damage to an 
occupied dwelling and an automobile by use of explosives, 


Appeal and Error § 5— fatal error on face of record — notice by 
Supreme Court ex mero motu 

The Supreme Court will take notice ex mero motu of a defect or fatal 
error which appears upon the face of the record proper in matters of im- 
portance or to prevent injustice. 
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14. Property § 4— malicious injury to property by explosives 


Both G.S. 1449 and the amendment to that statute, G.S. 14-49.1, involve 
(1) wilful and malicious injury, (2) to real or personal property, (3) by 
the use of explosives, G.S. 14-49.1 providing additional punishment if the 
real or personal property is occupied by one or more persons. 


15. Property § 4—— malicious injury to property by explosives — gist of 
offense 
The gist of the offense created by G.S. 14-49 is malicious injury or dam- 
age to property, real or personal, by use of high explosives. 


16. Property 8 4— definition of “malicious” 


The word “malicious” as used in G.S. 14-49 connotes a feeling of ani- 
mosity, hatred or ill will toward the owner, the possessor or the occupant. 


17. Property § 4— malicious damage to property by explosives — in- 
dictment 


An indictment under G.S. 14-49 should contain an identifying description 
of the property which the defendant damaged or attempted to damage by 
use of the explosive. 


18. Property § 4— malicious damage to property by explosives — in- 
dictment 

If the real or personal property was occupied at the time of the explo- 

sion, the indictment should be drawn under G.S. 14-49.1 and should name 

the occupant and describe the occupied property and any other property 

injured or attempted to be injured by the explosion, so that if proof of 

occupancy fails, the jury may consider whether defendant is guilty under 

G.S. 14-49 of the lesser included offense of malicious injury to unoccupied 
property. 


19 


Property § 4— malicious damage to occupied dwelling and automo- 
bile —- separate indictments — one explosion — possible verdicts 


In consolidated trial of separate indictments charging the same defend- 
ant with malicious damage to an occupied dweiling and malicious damage 
to an automobile, the indictment charging damage to the automobile will 
be treated as an additional count in the bill charging damage to the oc- 
cupied dwelling, and where the evidence discloses that there was but one 
explosion which damaged the occupied dwelling and the automobile, the 
court should instruct the jury that if it finds defendant guilty of malicious 
injury to the occupied dwelling by use of dynamite, such would be the 
major offense in the indictment and the jury should not consider any other 
count or verdict. 


20. Property § 4— _ verdicts of guilty of malicious damage to occupied 
dwelling and automobile — one explosion 


In consolidated trial of separate indictments charging the same defend- 
ant with malicious damage to an occupied dwelling and malicious damage 
to an automobile, where the evidence discloses but one explosion and the 
jury returns a verdict finding defendant guilty of malicious damage to the 
occupied dwelling, a further jury verdict finding defendant guilty of ma- 
licious damage to the automobile should be treated as surplusage, since 
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the verdict of dynamiting the occupied dwelling contains the maximum 
charge under G.S. 14-49 as amended by G.S. 14-491. 


Tue defendants, Talton Gallimore, Jr. and Terry James Davis, 
petitioned for and were granted certiorari to review the decision of 
the North Carolina Court of Appeals filed February 26, 1969 find- 
ing no error in their trial, convictions and prison sentences on three 
felony charges tried at the June 24, 1968 Mixed Session, Davipson 
Superior Court. 


Robert Morgan, Attorney General; Andrew A. Vanore, Jr., Staff 
Attorney for the State. 


Barnes and Grimes by Jerry B. Grimes for the defendants Galli- 
more and Davis. 


HIccIns, J. 


The indictment in Case No. 18,678 charged that Dermont Jarrell 
Conrad, Talton Gallimore, Jr. and Terry James Davis “unlawfully, 


willfully, feloniously, wickedly . . . did conspire, confederate, 
agree and scheme among themselves, with each other and diverse 
others . . .” feloniously, wilfully, and deliberately to kill and to 


murder one Fred C. Sink. 


In Case No. 13,664 Terry James Davis was indicted for the wil- 
ful, malicious and felonious damage, by the use of dynamite, to the 
dwelling house of Fred C. Sink, located at 318 Spruce Street in Lex- 
ington and occupied at the time by Fred C. Sink, his wife, and four 
daughters. In Case No. 18,665 Talton Gallimore, Jr. was separately 
indicted on the same charge. Both indictments were drawn under 
G.S. 14-49.1. 


In Case No. 18,679, the defendant Gallimore was indicted for the 
wilful, malicious and felonious damage by the use of dynamite to 
the 1966 Mercury Comet automobile, the property of Fred C. Sink, 
and located at 318 Spruce Street in Lexington. In case No. 138,680, 
the defendant Davis was separately indicted on the same charge. The 
indictments were drawn under G.S. 14-49. All indictments were re- 
turned by the Grand Jury on January 22, 1968. 


After a long trial, the jury returned guilty verdicts against Galli- 
more and Davis on all charges. The jury failed to agree as to Conrad. 
The court ordered a new trial as to him. In the conspiracy case, the 
court imposed on Gallimore and Davis sentences of 10 years in 
prison, to run concurrently with other sentences they were then serv- 
ing. On the charges of malicious injury to the automobile, the court 
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imposed prison sentences of 20 years, to begin at the expiration of 
the sentences for conspiracy. On the charge of malicious damage to 
the occupied dwelling house of Fred C. Sink by the use of dynamite, 
the court imposed on each defendant a prison sentence of 40 years, 
to begin at the expiration of the sentence for malicious damage to the 
automobile. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals finding no error in the trial 
is reported in 4 N.C. App. 50. In their petition for the review here, 
the defendants allege the trial court committed four prejudicial er- 
rors sufficient to require a new trial. The petitioners pray that the 
decision of the Court of Appeals be reversed. We discuss the four 
alleged errors in the order in which they are stated in the petition 
for certiorari. 


[1] The petitioners allege the trial court erroneously, and in vio- 
lation of their constitutional rights, denied their motion for a change 
of venue based upon the ground the pre-trial publicity in the area 
was so general and so adverse as to prevent the selection of a fair 
and impartial jury from Davidson County. The record discloses that 
the presiding judge conducted a full inquiry, examined the newspaper 
articles, other news releases, and the affidavits presented in support 
of the motion. The court also considered voluminous affidavits of 
representative citizens who expressed the opinion the defendants 
could receive a fair trial from a Davidson County jury. After care- 
ful review, the court concluded an impartial jury could be selected 
from Davidson County and denied the motion. 


The record fails to show that any juror, objectionable to either 
defendant, was permitted to sit on the trial panel, or that either had 
exhausted his peremptory challenges before he passed the jury. Er- 
ror in denying the motion for change of venue is not disclosed. State 
v. Porth, 269 N.C. 329; 1538 S.E. 2d 10; State v. Childs, 269 N.C. 
307, 152 S.E. 2d 453; State v. Overman, 269 N.C. 453, 153 S.E. 2d 
44: State v. McKethan, 269 N.C. 81, 152 S.E. 2d 341; State v. Scales, 
242 N.C. 400, 87 S.E. 2d 916; Irvin v. Dowd, 366 U.S. 717. 


[2] As a second ground for a new trial, the petitioners allege the 
trial court committed error in denying their motion for a bill of par- 
ticulars in the conspiracy case. The indictment charged that the de- 
fendants and one Dermont Jarrell Conrad conspired “among them- 
selves, with each other, and diverse others” to murder Fred C. Sink. 
The petitioners contend they were entitled to know the identity of 
“diverse others” in order to make adequate trial preparations. In re- 
sponse to the motion, the solicitor stated: “At the present time we do 
not know any others.” Thereafter, the State did not offer evidence 
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involving anyone except those charged by name in the bill. Ob- 
viously the solicitor could not disclose the identity of persons un- 
known to him. 


In State v. Gallimore, 272 N.C. 528, 158 S.E. 2d 505, this Court 
indicated that an indictment charging conspiracy should name the 
conspirators if known to the solicitor at the time the bill is drawn. 
If unknown at the time the bill is submitted to the Grand Jury, the 
solicitor, upon demand, should disclose the identity of others when 
ascertained and the disclosure should be made in time for counsel to 
complete trial preparations. In the instant case, however, the de- 
fendants were in no wise prejuciced by the inclusion of “diverse 
others” in the indictment. The evidence involved only the two pe- 
titioners and Conrad, the third defendant, as to whose guilt the jury 
was unable to agree. The trial court did not commit error either in 
denying the motion for particulars or in refusing to quash the indict- 
ment. G.S. 15-143; State v. Banks, 263 N.C. 784, 140 S.E. 2d 318; 
State v. Barnes, 253 N.C. 711, 117 S.E. 2d 849; State v. Thornton, 
251 N.C. 658, 111 S.E. 2d 901; State v. Van Pelt, 186 N.C. 633. 


[3, 4] As a third ground for a new trial, each appellant contends 
evidence of the acts and declarations of the other defendants were 
introduced in evidence over his objection. Actually the court cau- 
tioned the jury to consider acts and declarations of one as evidence 
against him only, unless the other was actually present and partici- 
pating. Due to the nature of the charge, the limitation was more fa- 
vorable to the defendants than they had any right to expect. The 
charge is conspiracy — a partnership in crime. Generally, an unlaw- 
ful agreement is made in secret and known only to the guilty parties. 
They conceal and cover up their unlawful activities. The more repre- 
hensible the objective, the more carefully they plan to prevent detec- 
tion and exposure. “Even though the offense of conspiracy is com- 
plete upon the formation of the illegal agreement, the offense con- 
tinues until the conspiracy Js consummated or is abandoned.” State 
v. Brewer, 258 N.C. 533, 129 8.E. 2d 262; United States v. Kissel, 218 
U.S. 601, 54 L. Ed. 1168. Because of the nature of the offense courts 
have recognized the inherent difficulty in proving the formation and 
activities of the criminal plan ancl have allowed wide latitude in the 
order in which pertinent facts are offered in evidence. “(A)nd if at 
the close of the evidence every constituent of the offense charged is 
proved the verdict rested thereon will not be disturbed. . . .” State 
v. Thomas, 244 N.C. 212; State v. Jackson, 82 N.C. 565. 


“Tt (conspiracy) may be, and generally is, established by a num- 
ber of indefinite acts, each of which, standing alone, might have little 
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weight, but, taken collectively, they point unerringly to the existence 
of a conspiracy.” State v. Whiteside, 204 N.C. 710, 169 S.E. 711. “A 
declaration or act of one conspirator, to be admitted against his co- 
conspirators, must have been made when the conspiracy was still in 
existence and in progress.” 16 Am, Jur. 2d, Conspiracy, § 40, p. 148, 
citing many decisions. 


[5-7] The general rule is that when evidence of a prima facie case 
of conspiracy has been introduced, the acts and declarations of each 
party to it in furtherance of its objectives are admissible against the 
other members. State v. Gibson, 233 N.C. 691, 65 S.E. 2d 508; State 
v. Smith, 221 N.C. 400, 20 S.E. 2d 360; 16 Am. Jur. 2d, Conspiracy, 
S$ 35, 36, 37, 38, pp. 146, 147 (citing authorities). Consideration of 
the acts or declarations of one as evidence against the co-conspira- 
tors should be conditioned upon a finding: (1) a conspiracy existed; 
(2) the acts or declarations were made by a party to it and in pur- 
suance of its objectives; and (8) while it was active, that is, after it 
was formed and before it ended. State v. Dale, 218 N.C. 625, 12 S.E. 
2d 556; State v. Lea, 203 N.C. 18, 164 S.E. 737; 11 Am. Jur. 571. Of 
course a different rule applies to acts and declarations made before 
the conspiracy was formed or after it terminated. Prior or subse- 
quent acts or declarations are admissible only against him who com- 
mitted the acts or made the declarations. 


[8, 9] In the instant case, however, Judge Collier, in each instance 
throughout the trial, limited the acts and declarations to those ac- 
tually present and participating at the time. These declarations were 
made by a party to the conspiracy during its active existence and 
concerning its purposes. The admissions do not violate the “right to 
confrontation rule” enunciated by the United States Supreme Court 
in Bruton v. United States, 391 U.S. 123. Bruton and one Evans were 
indicted in the United States District Court for a postal robbery. 
During the interrogation, Evans confessed to the investigating offi- 
cer, and implicated Bruton in the robbery. At the trial the officer was 
permitted to relate to the jury the statement made to him by Evans 
implicating both Bruton and himself. The Supreme Court granted 
Bruton a new trial on the ground he was denied the right to cross 
examine Evans whose statements, implicating him, were relayed to 
the jury by the officer. The Court held the trial judge’s instruction 
to the jury not to consider the admission of Evans to the officer as 
evidence against Bruton was insufficient to defeat the right of con- 
frontation. 


[10] As a fourth and final ground for a new trial, the appellants 
allege the court made a prejudicial remark in ruling on the solici- 
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tor’s objection to defense counsel’s questions concerning the attempt 
of a State’s witness to commit suicide. Hattie Dean Proctor had 
given testimony strongly implicating both Gallimore and Davis in 
the conspiracy and in the substantive offenses. She and Gallimore 
had a falling out and had separated because of another woman. Ac- 
cording to her story, Gallimore had assaulted her. Defense counsel, 
on cross examination, sought to establish bias or the mental insta- 
bility of the witness. 


“Q. At the time you split up in May, 1966 what did you do? 


A. I took a bunch of pills and cut my arm. 
Q. As a result of that were you hospitalized anywhere? 
A. Yes. 


OBJECTION BY SOLICITOR 


Court: I don’t see the relevancy, but I don’t see the hari. 
Objection overruled. Answer the question. 


A. The Cherry Hospital in Goldsboro.” 


In the light of the prejudicial testimony which the witness had 
given against both Gallimore and Davis, her attempt at suicide con- 
eeivably might have some relevancy as to her mental balance and 
her recollection sufficient to be impeaching. State v. Exum, 213 N.C. 
16, 195 S.E. 2d 7. Conceding but not deciding defense counsel’s ques- 
tion and the witness’ answer may have had some materiality, al- 
though the court thought otherwise, neverthelcss, the court required 
the witness to answer. The chance remark that the judge failed to 
see relevancy does not amount to prejudicial error. “In the circum- 
stances, the court’s statement, if phrased as appears in the record, 
does not constitute prejudicial error.” Pickens v. Pickens, 258 N.C. 
84, 127 S.E. 2d 889. 


[11] The petition for certiorari does not allege the failure to non- 
suit as error in the trial. However, defense counsel strenuously argued 
on the review here the insufficiency of the evidence to warrant its 
submission to the jury. The case is one of great importance both to 
the State and to the defendants. ‘The sufficiency of the evidence of 
the State in a criminal case is reviewable upon appeal without regard 
to whether a motion has been made pursuant to G.S. 15-173 in the 
trial court.” G.S. 15-173.1. 


[12] The State examined many witnesses. Its evidence, bit by bit, 
when fitted together, appears to disclose a clear picture of a plot to 
kill Sheriff Sink and to blow up his automobile and his occupied 
home. Gallimore and Davis are shown to have been active in the con- 
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spiracy and in the substantive offenses charged. However, it is not 
necessary to discuss the evidence against Conrad. The jurors con- 
sidered it and were unable to agree as to his guilt. 


The keystone of the State’s case against Gallimore and Davis is 
disclosed by short excerpts from the evidence of two witnesses. Hattie 
Dean Proctor, formerly Gallimore’s girlfriend, testified that she went 
with Gallimore to a hardware store in Kinston and while there she 
purchased for him 50 dynamite caps and 25 feet of dynamite fuse. 


Later, she and Gallimore were arrested in Sumter, South Caro- 
lina. They were returned to Davidson County by Sheriff Sink and 
Jack Richardson and placed in jail. After they were released on 
bond, she and Gallimore went to the home of her mother where the 
defendant Davis joined them. She detailed this conversation: ‘“Tal- 
ton said he was going to blow Fred and Jack to hell and Jimmy 
Davis said ‘that’s the thing we ought to do’”. The witness went with 
Gallimore to his grandmother’s home in Davidson County. They got 
20 sticks of dynamite from the attic. ‘IJ asked him what he was go- 
ing to do with it. He said he was going to blow Fred and Jack to 
hell. He said, ‘make it look like an accident’. . . .” 


Larry Hedrick testified that on Saturday (before the explosion 
the following morning) he drove Gallimore and Davis to the old 
Gallimore home near Denton. On the way they talked about blow- 
ing up a car. They went to an old shack behind the house and got 
some dynamite. ‘On the way back they was [sic] talking about 
putting it on Fred Sink’s car and blowing it up.” Back at the garage 
after the explosion “Talton asked Jimmy did he think the F.B.I. 
would be investigating. Jimmy told him ‘yes’ because explosives were 
involved.” 


The State’s evidence disclosed that on and prior to November 
27, 1967 Sheriff Sink had been actively pursuing Gallimore, Davis and 
Conrad for their alleged violations of the criminal law. At that time 
the sheriff lived in a brick house on Spruce Street in Lexington. On 
Saturday night, November 26, Sheriff Sink, his wife and four (named) 
daughters, aged 2 to 12 years, were in the house. All were asleep. The 
sheriff’s automobile was parked in the drive near the front of the 
house. At about 8 minutes after 12:00 on Sunday morning, Novem- 
ber 27, the automobile was completely destroyed by an explosion. 
The rear axle, with one of the wheels attached, was blown across the 
street into a neighbor’s yard. The explosion forced open the front 
door to the house, breaking the lock. Windows were blown out and 
broken glass scattered over all rooms. Window screens were bent 
double. Window sills on the side of the house near the explosion 
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were shattered. The explosion opened cracks in the outside walls and 
in the plaster inside. Windows in neighbor’s houses across the street 
were smashed. 


[12] Neither of the defendants testified as a witness. The trial 
court and the Court of Appeals on the review correctly held the evi- 
dence presented jury questions. The weight of the evidence was for 
the jury. State v. Whiteside, supra. 


[13] We have reviewed all legal objections raised by the defend- 
ants and have found them without merit. Nevertheless, we have ex- 
amined the record proper and have concluded that error appears on 
the face of that record with respect to one of the charges. In matters 
of importance or to prevent injustice, the Court, ex mero motu, will 
take notice of a defect or fatal error which appears upon the face of 
the record proper. In Re Burton, 257 N.C. 534, 126 S.E. 2d 581; 
Skinner v. Transformadora, 252 N.C. 320, 113 8.E. 2d 717; In Re 
Davis, 248 N.C. 428, 103 8.E. 2d 508. 


An indictment was returned against each defendant charging the 
wilful and malicious damage to the sheriff’s occupied dwelling by 
the use of dynamite. The bills were drawn under G.S. 14-49.1, which 
provides: 


“Any person who shall wilfully and maliciously damage or at- 
tempt to damage any dwelling, building, vehicle, real or personal 
property of any kind or nature, being at the time occupied by 
one or more persons, by the use of nitroglycerine, dynamite, gun- 
powder or other high explosive, shall be guilty of a felony, and 
on conviction shall be punished by imprisonment in the State 
prison for not less than 10 years and not more than life.” 


[14] An indictment was also returned against each defendant for 
the wilful and malicious damage to the sheriff’s automobile by the 
use of explosives. These bills were drawn under G.S. 14-49, which 
provides: 


“Any person who shall wilfully and maliciously injure or attempt 
to injure any person, or any building, cquipment, real or per- 
sonal property of any kind or nature belonging to another per- 
son, firm or corporation, by the use of nitroglycerine, dynamite, 
eunpowder or other high explosive, shall be guilty of a felony, 
and on conviction shall be punished by imprisonment in the 
State prison for not less than five years and not more than 
thirty years.” 


G.S. 14-49.1, enacted as Chapter 342, Session Laws of 1967, amended 
GS. 14-49. Both the original and the amendment involve (1) wilful 
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and malicious injury, (2) to real or personal property, (3) by the 
use of explosives. G.S. 14-49.1 provides additional punishment if 
the real or personal property 1s “occupied by one or more other per- 
sons”. 


[15-17] The gist of the offense created by G.S. 14-49 is malicious 
injury or damage to property, real or personal, by the use of high 
explosives. The word “malicious” as used in the statute connotes a 
feeling of animosity, hatred or ill will toward the owner, the posses- 
sor, or the occupant. The word “property” is defined in the statute 
as “real or personal property of any kind or nature’. No distinction 
whatever is made between real and personal property. One blast 
from a high explosive may injure both real and personal property. 
The indictment should contain an identifying description of the 
property which the defendant damaged or attempted to damage by 
the use of the explosive. 


[18] If the property, real or personal, was occupied at the time of 
the explosion, the indictment should describe the property and name 
the occupant. The indictment should be drawn under GS. 14-49.1 
and should include not only the description of the occupied prop- 
erty but any other property injured or attempted to be injured by 
the explosion so that if proof of occupancy fails, the jury could con- 
sider whether the defendant is guilty under G.S. 14-49 of the lesser 
included offense of malicious injury to unoccupied property. State v. 
Bell, 228 N.C. 659, 46 S.E. 2d 834. 


[19, 20] All the evidence discloses that there was a single explo- 
sion which seriously damaged Sheriff Sink’s occupied dwelling and 
his automobile parked beside the house. We may treat the indict- 
ments in Nos, 18,679 and 13,680 charging the damage to the auto- 
mobile as additional counts in the bills in Nos. 13,664 and 13,665 
which charge damage to the occupied dwelling. “Ordinarily where 
separate bills of indictment are returned and the bills are consoli- 
dated for trial as authorized by G.S. 15-152, the counts contained in 
the respective bills will be treated as though they were separate 
counts in one bill. . . .” State v. Austin, 241 N.C. 548, 85 S.E. 2d 
924; State v. Braxton, 230 N.C. 312, 52 8.E. 2d 895. However, since 
there was one explosion, the court should have charged the jury that 
if it found the defendants were guilty of malicious injury to the oc- 
cupied dwelling house by the use of dynamite, that such would be 
the major offense in the indictment and the jury should not con- 
sider any other counts or verdicts. Since the verdict of dynamiting 
the occupied dwelling contains the maximum charge under G.S. 14-49, 
as amended by G.S. 14-49.1, the verdicts for dynamiting the auto- 
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mobile should be treated as surplusage, should be set aside, and the 
judgments should be arrested. This Court said in State v. Stone, 
240 N.C. 606: 


“The conviction for an assault on a female may be treated as 
surplusage. This is a lesser offense included in the charge of 
assault with attempt to commit rape. A conviction of an assault 
on a female could only be sustained provided the jury acquitted 
of the greater offense.” 


This Court said in State v. Birckhead, 256 N.C. 494: 


“Where the second indictment is for a crime greater in degree 
than the first and where both indictments arise out of the same 
act, it is held that an acquittal or conviction for the first is a 
bar to prosecution for the second.” State v. Midgett, 214 N.C. 
107, 198 S.E. 613. 


The effect of the 1967 amendment (G.S. 14-49.1) increasing the 
penalty if the property is occupied, is analogous to the effect of GS. 
14-87 on the crime of robbery. The section drastically increased the 
penalty for robbery if the perpetrator committed or attempted to 
commit the offense by the use or threatened use of firearms or other 
dangerous weapons. The charge of robbery with firearms will sup- 
port a verdict for common law robbery as a lesser included offense if 
the lesser offense is embraced within the allegations of the indict- 
ment and supported by the eviderice. State v. Norris, 264 N.C. 470, 
141 S.E. 2d 869. This Court said in State v. Bell, supra: 


“Tt is true that in a prosecution for robbery with firearms, an 
accused may be acquitted of the major charge and convicted of 
an included or a lesser offense, such as common law robbery, or 
assault, or larceny from the person, or simple larceny, if a ver- 
dict for the included or lesser offense is supported by allegations 
of the indictment and by evidence on the trial.” (Citing au- 
thorities) 


Since the judgments provide the sentences on the charges of ma- 
licious injury to the occupied dwelling are to begin at the expiration 
of the sentences imposed for damage to the automobile (which we 
have ordered vacated) it 1s necessary for the judgments and the com- 
mitments to be corrected to the end that the prison sentences shall 
begin at the expiration of the sentences on the conspiracy charge. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals in No. 13,678 charging con- 
spiracy if affirmed. Likewise, the decision of the Court of Appeals in 
Nos. 13,664 and 13,665 charging malicious damage to the occupied 
dwelling of Sheriff Sink is affirmed, In Nos. 13,679 and 13,680 charg- 
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ing malicious injury to the Sheriff’s automobile by the use of explo- 
sives, the decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed, the verdicts 
will be set aside, and the judgments will be arrested. 


The Court of Appeals will remand to the Superior Court of Da- 
vidson County for disposition in accordance with this opinion. As 
a matter of precaution, the solicitor should notify defense counsel 
and have the defendants in court at the time the change is made in 
the judgments with respect to the date on which service of the sen- 
tences in Nos. 138,664 and 13,665 shall begin. 


As to Case Nos. 18,678, 13,664 and 13,665 — Affirmed. 


As to Case Nos. 13,679 and 13,680 — Judgment arrested and cases 
remanded with directions. 


ParkEr, C.J., did not participate in the decision of this case. 





WAYNE CRAWFORD B/N/F MARY V. CRAWFORD v. WAYNE COUNTY 
BOARD OF EDUCATION 


No. 23 
(Filed 18 June 1969) 


1. State § 7— Tort Claims Act — requisites of affidavit 


It is necessary to a recovery under the Tort Claims Act that the affi- 
davit of claimant set forth the name of the allegedly negligent employee 
and the acts of negligence relied upon. 


2. State § 7— tort claim — failure of affidavit to name employee — 
jurisdiction of Commission 


In this tort claim action against a county board of education based 
upon the alleged negligence of a school bus driver, the Industrial Commis- 
sion had jurisdiction to hear the claim, notwithstanding the affidavit 
failed to name the allegedly negligent bus driver, where prior to the 
hearing claimant was permitted to amend the affidavit to name the bus 
driver, and defendant’s counsel stipulated that the named bus driver was 
an employee of defendant and was paid out of the nine months school 
fund and stated that he was not taken by surprise by the amendment. 


8. Administrative Law § 4—necessity for fair trial 


While a hearing before an administrative agency need not be as formal 
as that before a court, no essential of a fair trial may be dispensed with. 


4, State § 7— hearings by different members of Industrial Commission 
— waiver of objection 


In this tort claim proceeding before the tndustrial Commission, defend- 
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ant is held to have waived objection to procedure whereby a second hear- 
ing at which defendant presented its evidence was conducted by a different 
hearing officer than the one who conducted the original hearing and en- 
tered the opinion and award of the Commission, where defendant had 
notice beforehand of the identity of the officer who would conduct the 
second hearing but failed to object thereto. 


5. Administrative Law § 4— _ decision by officer not present when evi- 
dence presented 


An administrative decision is not invalid merely because an officer who 
was not present when the evidence was taken made or participated in the 
decision, provided he considers and acts upon the evidence received in 
his absence. 


6. State § 8— Tort Claims Act — contributory negligence 


The State Tort Claims Act does not authorize recovery unless the 
claimant is free from contributory negligence. 


7. State § 8— Tort Claims Act—contributory negligence by minor 
claimant 


Substantive case law concerning a minor’s capability for negligence ap- 
plies to claims under the State Tort Claims Act, and six-year-old claim- 
ant is incapable of contributory negligence as a matter of law. 


On certioran to review decision of the North Carolina Court of 
Appeals (8 N.C. App. 348, 164 8.E. 2d 748). 


This is an action for damages for personal injuries brought by 
an infant claimant by his next friend under the provisions of the 
State Tort Claims Act against the Wayne County Board of Educa- 
tion on account of the alleged negligence of a school bus driver in 
the operation of a school bus on 3 June 1965. Claimant’s affidavit 
was substantially in the form prescribed by G.S. 143-291 and GS. 
143-300.1, except that the space provided for the name of the alleged 
negligent employee of the defendant on the printed forms used was 
left blank. When the claim came on for hearing before Deputy Com- 
missioner Thomas, defendant demurred ore tenus contending that 
the affidavit was fatally defective for failure to contain the name of 
the alleged negligent employee of the defendant. Plaintiff’s counsel 
advised the Deputy Commissioner that he would like to amend the 
affidavit to include the name of Rov Batten, the driver of the school 
bus. The Deputy Commissioner granted the request, and although 
the record contains the request and permission to amend, the amend- 
ment was never written on the affidavit. 


The record also discloses that the Deputy Commissioner inquired 
of defendant’s counsel if he was being taken by surprise by the 
amendment. Defendant’s counsel replied that he had discussed the 
proposed amendment with plaintiff’s counsel prior to the hearing. At 
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the suggestion of the Deputy Commissioner, defendant’s counsel ex- 
pressed his willingness to stipulate that Roy Batten was an employee 
of defendant and that Roy Batten was paid out of the nine months 
school fund. Thereafter, evidence was introduced by the plaintiff. 
Because of the unavailability of certain witnesses at the original 
hearing, an additional hearing was held on 2 October 1967 before 
Commissioner Shuford, at which time defendant put on its evidence. 
Later, on 15 February 1968, the parties stipulated to admit narrative 
medical reports into evidence. Deputy Commissioner Thomas filed 
his order 16 February 1968 awarding the claimant $8,000, which 
award was affirmed by the Full Commission on 7 May 1968. 


The facts of the case in respect to the accident were not in sub- 
stantial controversy and tended to show the following: The claim- 
ant was a six-year-old first grade student at Pikeville School in 
Wayne County, North Carolina. The school had a half-cirele drive- 
way with the entrance at the north end and exit at the south end. 
Defendant’s bus No. 116 was driven by Milton LeRoy (Roy) Batten. 
When Batten arrived at the school, two other buses were there. The 
children riding on Batten’s bus were lined up in front of bus No. 121. 
Batten drove to the left of bus No. 121 with his left wheels off the 
edge of the 19-foot-wide drive at a speed of about 15 miles per hour. 
As bus No. 116 neared the front of bus No. 121, the claimant ran 
into the path of bus No. 116 to retrieve his shoe. Batten applied the 
brakes of the bus when he saw the claimant but skidded some twelve 
feet over the claimant’s left leg, severely tearing the muscle of the 
left calf. When the bus was stopped, the front door of bus No. 116 
was approximately even with the front end of bus No. 121. 


The Full Commission affirmed the report of the Hearing Commis- 
sioner. The Hearing Commissioner found this as a fact: 


“7. In operating defendant’s school bus, as above set forth, 
on the school grounds, in close proximity to young children, 
Batten did that which a reasonably prudent person would not 
have done under the same or similar circumstances, and this 
constituted negligence on his part, which was a proximate cause 
of the minor plaintiff’s injuries and damage. 


“8. There was no contributory negligence on the part of the 
minor plaintiff.” 

From the order and award of the Industrial Commission, defend- 
ant appealed to the Court of Appeals. The unanimous opinion of the 
Court of Appeals, sitting in a panel of three, affirming the opinion 
and award of the Industrial Commission, was handed down 31 De- 
cember 1968. 
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George K. Freeman, Jr., and Attorney General Robert Morgan 
by Staff Attorney Richard N. League for defendant appellant. 


Braswell, Strickland, Merritt & Rouse for plaintiff appellee. 


ParkER, C.J. 


{2] Defendant relies upon three points in his assignments of error, 
the first of which is as follows: 


“Defendant submits that when the name of an employee is 
omitted from the affidavit in an action brought under G.S. 143- 
291 or G.S. 148-300.1 of the State Torts Claims Act, it is a juris- 
dictional defect and cannot be cured by amendment, but only 
by beginning the action anew. .. .” 


{1] This Court has held that it 1s necessary to a recovery that the 
affidavit of claimant set forth the name of the allegedly negligent 
employee and the acts of negligence relied upon. Floyd v. Highway 
Commission, 241 N.C. 461, 85 S.E. 2d 703. 


The case of Tucker v. Highway Commission, 247 N.C. 171, 100 
S.E. 2d 514, is apposite. The first headnote in our Reports reads as 
follows: 


“In a proceeding under the Tort Claims Act, where, prior to 
the hearing, the parties stipulate the name and position of the 
State employee charged with negligence, such stipulation meets 
the statutory requirement that the negligent employee be named 
and obviates error in naming the employee in the affidavit and 
claim, and the allowance of an amendment to this effect on ap- 
peal to the superior court is immaterial.” 


In the opinion Higgins, J., used the following language upon which 
the headnote is based: 


“In considering the validity of the defendant’s contentions, 
it must be borne in mind that the purpose of the statute re- 
quiring the negligent employee to be named is to enable the de- 
partment of the State against which the claim is made to inves- 
tigate, not all of its employees, but the particular ones actually 
involved. Floyd v. Highway Commission, 241 N.C. 461, 85 S.E. 
2d 708. The claim as filed is against the State Highway & Public 
Works Commission, arising by reason of the negligence of John 
Billie Harris, supervisor under Bob Moore, superintendent. Con- 
ceding that Bob Moore is not charged as being a negligent em- 
ployee, John Billie Harris, siwpermsor under Bob Moore, is so 
charged. The name of the negligent employee and his position 
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(supervisor) are both designated. At the beginning of the hear- 
ing both parties stipulated that R. W. (Bob) Moore was Super- 
visor for Franklin County and was in charge of maintenance at 
the time of the accident. Thereafter, the plaintiff, at least, dis- 
missed Harris from further consideration. 


“We hold the stipulation of the parties was equivalent to and 
served all the purposes of an amendment to the claim. The stip- 
ulation eliminated Harris because he was not the supervisor and 
included R. W. Moore because he was. The amendment in the 
Superior Court substituting Moore for Harris added nothing to 
the claim.” 


Defendant in its brief relies upon the case of Anderson v. Atkin- 
son, 235 N.C. 300, 69 S.E. 2d 603, and 1 McIntosh, N.C. Practice 
and Procedure, 2d Ed., §§ 1284, 1285, and 1287. These citations are 
clearly not in point. 


1 McIntosh, N. C. Practice and Procedure, 2d Ed., § 1281, states: 


“It is the general policy of the code to have actions tried 
upon their merits, and to that end very liberal powers of amend- 
ment are exercised. The courts have inherent power, independ- 
ent of statute, to amend pleadings, and they may exercise this 
power in their discretion, unless prohibited by some statute, or 
vested rights would be disturbed, or the rights of the parties 
would be injuriously affected. . . .” 


[2] We can find no case in our Reports precisely on all-fours, but 
in our opinion, since defendant’s counsel said he was not taken by 
surprise and expressed his willingness to stipulate that Roy Batten 
was an employee of the defendant and that Roy Batten was paid 
out of the nine months school fund, the court had jurisdiction, and 
the demurrer was bad. 


[4] The appellant’s second contention is as follows: 


“Defendant submits it is error for a Hearing Commissioner 
to write the Decision and Order when he is not present to hear 
the testimony given by the witnesses for the defendant, because 
courts may not use such procedure, such procedure violates the 
concept of fair play, and such procedure does not comply with 
the language of the applicable statute.” 


According to the record before us, these facts appear: Deputy 
Commissioner Thomas heard evidence at the first meeting. Because 
of the unavailability of certain witnesses at the original hearing, an 
additional hearing was held on 2 October 1967 before Commissioner 
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Shuford, at which time defendant put on its evidence. Later, on 15 
February 1968, the parties stipulated to admit narrative medical re- 
ports into evidence. Deputy Commissioner Thomas filed his order on 
16 February 1968 awarding the claimant $8,000, which award was 
affirmed by the Full Commission and the Court of Appeals. Thus, 
it appears that Deputy Commissioner Thomas heard the plaintiff’s 
evidence, and it appears that he did not at that time hear defend- 
ant’s evidence because of the unavailability of defendant’s witnesses, 
and that later Commissioner Thomas had before him the stipulated 
narrative medical reports. 


From the record before us, Deputy Commissioner Thomas filed 
his decision and award to plaintiff on 16 February 1968. There is 
nothing in the record to show that defendant had objected to Dep- 
uty Commissioner Thomas’s deciding the case. On 5 April 1968 de- 
fendant appealed the award to the Full Commission. In its appeal 
for the first time defendant said: “It was error for Hearing Commis- 
sioner Robert F. Thomas to write the Decision and Order filed Feb- 
ruary 16, 1968, since he was not present to hear the testimony given 
by the witnesses for the defendant at the hearing held on October 
2, 1967, pursuant to the order entered by Commissioner Thomas on 
February 7, 1967 (Exception No. 2.).” The Full Commission over- 
ruled “each and every one of the defendant’s exceptions and adopts 
as its own the findings of fact ane conclusions of law of the hearing 
deputy commissioner, together with the award based thereon, and 
orders that the result reached by him be, and the same is hereby 
AFFIRMED.” From the Full Commission, defendant appcaled to the 
Court of Appeals. On this point the Court of Appeals used the fol- 
lowing language: 

“The defendant next contends that the Industrial Commis- 
sion erred in allowing Commissioner Shuford to preside at the 
hearing in which defendant put on the bulk of its evidence, when 
the first hearing was held and the opinion and award entered 
by Deputy Commissioner Thomas. The record discloses that 
Commissioner Shuford served with the full Commission in re- 
viewing the findings and affirming the order of Deputy Com- 
missioner Thomas. Defendant joined in requesting the addi- 
tional day of hearing and had notice of the identity of the pre- 
siding officer prior to the second hearing. It made no objection 
to Commissioner Shuford’s conducting the second hearing, either 
at or before the time of the hearing. Without conceding that this 
procedure was improper, we conclude that defendant waived any 
objection thereto. This conclusion is supported, on the point of 
waiver, by Ostrowski v. Zolmerowicz, 125 NJL 516, 16 Atl. 2d 
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803; Worden v Alexander, 108 Mont. 208, 90 P. 2d 160, and 48 
C.J.S., Judges, Sec. 56, p. 1021. Furthermore, as indicated in the 
quoted statement from defendant’s brief, the facts in this case 
are not seriously controverted —even the finding of negligence 
is not challenged.” 


f3, 4] While a hearing before an administrative agency need not 
be as formal as that before a court, no essential element of a fair 
trial may be dispensed with. However, due process and the concept 
of a fair hearing require only that an administrative officer who was 
absent when the evidence was taken consider and appraise the evi- 
dence himself. See Morgan v. United States, 298 U.S. 468, 80 L. Ed. 
1288. But we need not base our decision on the proposition that claim- 
ant might not have insisted that he be allowed to present his entire 
case before the same hearing officer, since it appears that under the 
facts of the case that right, if 1t existed, was waived. 


A similar decision was reached by the Supreme Court of Okla- 
homa in Knapp v. State Industrial Commission, 195 Okla. 56, 154 
P. 2d 964. In that case appellant filed with the State Industrial Com- 
mission a motion wherein he alleged that his injury had resulted in 
permanent disability and asked for a hearing and an award of com- 
pensation. Pursuant to said motion hearings to determine the extent 
of his disability were conducted at Bristow on 29 September 1942 
and 29 March 1948 by Commissioner Snow and at Tulsa on 5 May 
1943 by Chairman Greer and again at Tulsa on 9 June 1943 by 
Commissioner Cook. Thereafter, Chairman Greer made findings of 
fact and disposed of the case. Chairman Greer’s order was affirmed 
by the entire Commission. Upon appeal to the Supreme Court of 
Oklahoma, appellant contended that the action of Chairman Greer, 
who had not heard all the testimony, in rendering a decision in the 
matter was without authority and void and constituted denial of 
due process of law. 


In disposing of this contention, the Supreme Court of Oklahoma 
sald: 

“The contention of petitioner relative to the conduct of hear- 
ings before different commissioners and at places other than the 
county in which petitioner resided requires no discussion for the 
reason that petitioner is not shown to have been prejudiced in 
any manner thereby and for the further reason that it is not 
necessary that the entire case be heard before a single commis- 
sioner or that all commissioners participate in the hearing of 
each individual case. The petitioner participated in all the hear- 
ings conducted and was afforded full opportunity to cross-ex- 
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amine all witnesses and to present his cause upon the entire 
record and oral argument before the entire Commission. A care- 
ful examination of the entire record reveals that the finding and 
order here under review are fully supported by the competent 
evidence shown therein and the orcler made was the proper one 
under the facts found.” 


[5] While there are some decisions reaching a contrary result upon 
specific statutes involved, and not as a matter of due process, it is 
generally held that an administrative decision is not invalid merely 
because an officer who was not present when the evidence was taken 
made or participated in the decision, provided he considers and acts 
upon the evidence received in his absence. See Annot. 18 A.L.R. 2d 
606, and cases cited therein. 


Appellant in the instant case, in addition to failing to object to 
Commissioner Shuford’s conducting the second hearing, sought and 
obtained a review of the award by the Full Commission. G.S. 97-85 
provides that the Full Commission “shall review the award, and, if 
good ground be shown therefor, reconsider the evidence, receive 
further evidence, rehear the parties or their representatives, and, if 
proper, amend the award. . . .” The opinion and order entered by 
the Full Commission stated that, upon consideration of the evidence 
in the record, the oral arguments of the attorneys and the written 
briefs submitted by them, the Commission adopted as its own the 
findings of fact and conclusions of law of the hearing officer, to- 
gether with the award based thereon. The Commission had statutory 
authority to reconsider the evidence or take additional testimony 
and, if they felt it was so indicated, amend the award. This they 
failed to do. Therefore, it can be assumed that the Commission felt 
that appellant had not been prejudiced, and that the findings were 
proper. 

The appellant’s third and last contention is as follows: 


“Defendant submits that the defense of contributory negli- 
gence is available against all minors in G.S, 143-291 and GS. 
143-300.1, claims. . . .” 


Thus, defendant contends that the State Tort Claims Act makes 
the defense of contributory negligence available regardless of the 
age of the claimant. 


Greene v. Board of Education, 237 N.C. 336, 75 S.E. 2d 129, was 
a claim for the wrongful death of a seven-year-old girl under the 
State Tort Claims Act of 1951. In its opinion, the Court after hold- 
ing there was plenary evidence of negligence on the part of the de- 
fendant’s driver, said this: 


362 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


CRAWFORD wv. BOARD OF EDUCATION 


“So far as this record discloses, there was no testimony of 
any conduct on the part of the deceased which evidenced any 
want of due care on her part. Hence we need not discuss or de- 
cide whether a child of her age could by her conduct bar her 
right of recovery.” 


In Smith v. Board of Education, 241 N.C. 305, 84 S.E. 2d 908, 
the headnote in our Reports is as follows: 


“Evidence tending to show that a fourteen-year-old pupil 
on a school bus was assaulted by another pupil who had been 
designated by the principal as ‘bus captain’ but who was not 
an employee of the State or the Board of Education, that she 
immediately jumped up and rushed to the front door of the bus, 
jerked the door open, and jumped to her fatal injury, and that 
the driver did not see anything that happened until she was go- 
ing out the door, 7s held insufficient to support a finding of neg- 
ligence on the part of the driver of the bus, and nonsuit is 
proper.” 


The Superior Court entered a judgment reversing the order of the 
Industrial Commission awarding judgment to the plaintiff. On ap- 
peal the Court in a per curtam opinion concluded that the evidence 
did not support a finding of negligence on the part of the driver of 
the school bus and then used this language: 


“While the ruling of the court below on the defendants’ ex- 
ception with respect to the failure of the hearing Commissioner 
and the Full Commission to find that the deceased was guilty of 
contributory negligence resulted in a verdict for the defendants, 
we affirm the result on the ground that the evidence does not 
support the finding of negligence on the part of the driver of the 
bus rather than upon the conclusion that the deceased was con- 
tributorily negligent.” 

In Brown v. Board of Education, 269 N.C. 667, 158 S.E. 2d 335, 
this Court, in reversing the decision of the Superior Court and affirm- 
ing the Industrial Commission, used this language: 

“The plaintiff, being only twelve years of age, is presumed 
incapable of contributory negligence. Weeks v. Barnard, 265 
N.C. 389, 148 S.E. 2d 809. The Commission did not find such 
negligence by her and the evidence is not sufficient to require 
such a finding,” 


[6] It is well-settled law with us that the State Tort Claims Act 
does not authorize recovery unless the claimant is free from contrib- 
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utory negligence. Huff v. Board of Education, 259 N.C. 75, 130 $.E. 
2d 26. The claimant in the Huff case was 17 years of age. 


G.S. 143-299.1 reads as follows: 


“Contributory negligence on the part of the claimant or the 
person in whose behalf the claim is asserted shall be deemed to 
be a matter of defense on the part of the State department, in- 
stitution or agency against which the claim is asserted, and such 
State department, institution or agency shall have the burden 
of proving that the claimant or the person in whose behalf the 
claim is asserted was guilty of contributory negligence.” 


[7] This Court has not in the past held that the language of the 
State Tort Claims Act requires a departure from our substantive case 
law concerning a minor’s capability for negligence. We do not so 
hold now. Claimant, a six-year-old child, is incapable of contribu- 
tory negligence as a matter of law. Walston v. Greene, 247 N.C. 693, 
102 S.E. 2d 124. 


The facts found by the Commission are sufficient to support its 
conclusion that the claimant’s injuries were proximately caused by 
the negligence of the driver of the bus. 


Affirmed. 


MAGGIE A. BOWEN v. DANNY CYLIFTON GARDNER, APPEARING HEREIN 
BY HIS GUARDIAN AD JTaiTEM, MILDRED D. GARDNER, and JAMES 


GARDNER 
No. 35 
(Filed 18 June 1969) 
1. Trial § 21—  nonsuit — consideration of evidence 


Upon motion for nonsuit, all the evidence which supports plaintitff’s 
claim must be taken as true and considered in the light most favorable 
to plaintiff, giving him the benefit of every reasonable inference which 
legitimately may be drawn therefrom, and with contradictions, conflicts 
and inconsistencies being resolved in plaintiff’s favor. 


2. Trial § 21— nonsuit — consideration of evidence 
Upon motion for nonsuit, defendant’s evidence which contradicts that 
of plaintiff or tends to show a different state of facts and acts of contribu- 
tory negligence not alleged in the answer should be disregarded. 


8. Negligence § 35—  nonsuit for contributory negligence 
When opposing inferences are permissible from plaintiff’s evidence, 
nonsuit on the basis of contributory negligence as a matter of law should 
be denied. 
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4. Automobiles § 8— duty to maintain lookout 


The operator of a motor vehicle is under a duty in the exercise of due 
care to keep his vehicle under control and to keep a reasonably careful 
lookout so as to avoid collision with persons and vehicles upon the high- 
way, this duty requiring that the operator be reasonably vigilant and that 
he anticipate and expect the presence of others. 


5. Automobiles § 8— duty to maintain lookout 


It is the duty of a driver not merely to look but to keep a lookout in 
the direction of travel, and he is held to the duty of seeing what he ought 
to have seen, it being required that he increase his vigilance when the 
danger is increased by darkness or other conditions obscuring his view. 


6. Automobiles § 62— striking pedestrian — failure to keep proper 
lookout 


Plaintiff pedestrian’s evidence tending to show that she was struck by 
a motorcycle operated by the minor defendant as she was crossing a city 
street at night in an unmarked crosswalk at an intersection, that the 
street was straight, level and dry, that the weather was clear and the in- 
tersection was well lighted, but that defendant failed to see plaintiff until 
he was within 20 feet of her, is held sufficient to be submitted to the jury 
on the issue of defendant’s negligence in failing to keep a proper lookout. 


7 Negligence § 85— nonsuit for contributory negligence 
Nonsuit on the ground of contributory negligence is proper only if plain- 
tiff’s evidence, considered in the light most favorable to him, so clearly 
establishes his own negligence as one of the proximate causes of his injury 
that no other reasonable inference may be drawn therefrom. 


8. Automobiles § 88— pedestrian in unmarked crosswalk — contribu- 
tory negligence 
In this action for injuries received when plaintiff pedestrian was struck 
by defendant’s motorcyele, the Court of Appeals erred in concluding that 
plaintiff was contributorily negligent as a matter of law for failure to see 
the motorcycle and to use ordinary care for her own safety where plain- 
tiff’s evidence would support the inference that she was crossing the street 
at an unmarked crosswalk at an intersection and thus had the right-of- 
way under G.S. 20-1738(a), and the evidence shows nothing unusual in the 
motorcycle’s approach which would have put plaintiff on notice that the 
cyclist did not intend to obey the law and yield the right-of-way. 


9. Automobiles § 40—- pedestrian in unmarked crosswalk — assump- 
tion that motorist will yield right-of-way 
In the absence of anything which gives or should give notice to the 
contrary, a pedestrian crossing in an unmarked crosswalk at an intersec- 
tion is entitled to assume and to act upon the assumption, even to the 
last moment, that others will observe and obey the statute which re- 
quires them to yield the right-of-way. 


10. Automobiles § 105— proof of vehicle registration — prima facie 
evidence of ownership and agency 

In an action against a minor defendant and his father for injuries re 

ceived when plaintiff was struck by a motorcycle operated by the minor 


N.C] SPRING TERM 1969 365 





BowEN Vv. GARDNER 





defendant, proof of registration in the name of the father is prima facie 
evidence of ownership by him and agency in the driver under G.S. 20- 
71.1(b) and is sufficient to carry the case to the jury against the father, 
notwithstanding plaintiff’s further evidence is sufficient, if true, to rebut 
the prima facie evidence that the father owned the motorcycle and that 
the minor defendant was driving it as the owner’s agent. 


Lake, J., took no part in the consideration or decision of this case. 


On certiorari to review decision of the Court of Appeals reported 
in 3 N.C. App. 529, 165 S.E. 2d 545. 


This is a civil action to recover damages for personal injuries. 
Plaintiff alleges she was struck by a motorcycle owned by James 
Gardner and operated by his son, Danny (Donny) Clifton Gardner, 
as the agent of his father within the meaning of the family purpose 
doctrine. Plaintiff charges Danny with (1) failure to keep a proper 
lookout; (2) excessive speed; (3) failure to yield the right of way; 
(4) failure to take necessary action to avoid colliding with plaintiff; 
(5) driving recklessly and failing to use due caution and circumspec- 
tion; and (6) operating the motorcycle in the nighttime without 
proper headlight. 


Defendants deny all allegations of negligence, deny family pur- 
pose ownership, and plead contributory negligence on part of plain- 
tiff in that she failed to keep a proper lookout and failed to yield 
the right of way to defendant Danny Clifton Gardner in violation 
of G.S. 20-174(a). 


Motion for judgment of nonsuit at the close of plaintiff’s evidence 
was allowed. On appeal to the Court of Appeals the nonsuit was 
affirmed. We allowed certiorari. 


Connor, Lee, Connor & Reece, by Cyrus F. Lee, Attorneys for 
the plaintiff appellant. 


Boyce, Lake & Burns, by Eugene Boyce, Attorneys for defendant 
appellees. 


Huskins, J. 


Did the Court of Appeals err in sustaining the judgment of non- 
suit? The answer lies in application of established rules governing 
motions for nonsuit. These rules may be enumerated as follows: 


[1] 1. All the evidence which tends to support plaintiff’s claim 
must be taken as true and considered in its light most favorable to 
plaintiff, giving her the benefit of every reasonable inference which 
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legitimately may be drawn therefrom. Homes, Inc. v. Bryson, 273 
N.C. 84, 159 S8.E. 2d 329. 


2. Contradictions, conflicts and inconsistencies are resolved in 
plaintiff’s favor. Watt v. Crews, 261 N.C. 148, 184 S.E. 2d 199; 
Nixon v. Nixon, 260 N.C. 251, 182 S.E. 2d 590; Smith v. Corsat, 
260 N.C. 92, 181 S.E. 2d 894. 


[2] 3. Defendants’ evidence which contradicts that of the plain- 
tiff, or tends to show a different state of facts is disregarded. Bundy 
v. Powell, 229 N.C. 707, 51 S.E. 2d 307; R. R. v. Woltz, 264 N.C. 
58, 140 S.E. 2d 738; Hason v. Grimsley, 255 N.C. 494, 121 S.E. 2d 
885. Only that part of it which is favorable to plaintiff can be con- 
sidered. Rosser v. Smith, 260 N.C. 647, 183 S.E. 2d 499; Wall v. Bain, 
222 N.C. 375, 23 S.E. 2d 330. 


4. Acts of contributory negligence not alleged in the answer 
should be ignored. Maynor v. Pressley, 256 N.C. 488, 124 S.E. 2d 
162; Rodgers v. Thompson, 256 N.C. 265, 123 S.H. 2d 785; Skinner 
v. Jernigan, 250 N.C. 657, 110 8.E. 2d 301. 


[3] 5. When opposing inferences are permissible from plaintiff’s 
evidence, nonsuit on the basis of contributory negligence as a matter 
of law should be denied. Atwood v. Holland, 267 N.C. 722, 148 S.E. 
2d 851. See 6 N.C. Index 2d, Negligence, Sec. 35. 


[6] Plaintiff's evidence in its light most favorable to her, when 
subjected to these rules, would permit a jury to find the following 
facts: 


In the City of Wilson, Downing Street runs north and south while 
Jordan Street runs east and west. Downing Street is thirty-two feet 
wide with a paved sidewalk on each side. Jordan Street is approxi- 
mately the same width but has no paved sidewalks. These two streets 
intersect at right angles. The intersection is well lighted by a large 
overhead street lamp but has no traffic control signal. A view of the 
intersection looking north and south along Downing Street is unob- 
structed for 800 to 400 feet. Plaintiff, a 72-year-old woman, lived 
with Mrs. Etta Tyson whose home was located in the southeast 
corner of said intersection. On 15 November 1966 about 7:50 p.m., 
immediately before plaintiff’s injury, several ladies had met at Mrs. 
Tyson’s house to go from there to a Sunday school class meeting. 
Plaintiff intended to go with them. One of the class members drove 
her car by Mrs. Tyson’s house to pick them up. The car stopped 
close to the curb beside the Tyson house and on the left side of 
Jordan Street facing Downing Street. When the car was loaded, there 
was no room for plaintiff, and she decided to go across Downing 
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Street and stay with her friend Mrs. Morey, whose house was on the 
southwest corner of the intersection, until Mrs. Tyson returned. At 
that time she was standing in a grassy area (where a sidewalk would 
have been had there been one) on the south side of Jordan Street. 
When she leit her friends in the car, she was on “what you would call 
the sidewalk going to the corner.”” Before stepping off the curb at the 
corner, she looked both ways to see if the way was clear. She didn’t 
see anything and started walking straight across Downing Street. 
Meanwhile, defendant Danny Clifton Gardner had stopped at a 
filling station a block away. He left there on his motorcycle riding 
south on Downing Street and had accelerated his speed to 30 miles 
per hour. There was no other traffic and the street was straight, level 
and dry. The weather was clear and cold. His headlight was on low 
beam and would render clearly visible a person ahead of him for a 
distance of about 100 feet. He failed to see plaintiff until he was 
within 20 feet of her. At that time she was in the center of Downing 
Street walking rapidly toward its western curb and sidewalk. He cut 
his motorcycle to his right and struck plaintiff when she was 6 or 
8 feet from the western curb. She suffered a cerebral concussion, a 
broken leg and other permanent injuries. She was delirious and dis- 
oriented for several weeks and continues to incur large medical bills. 


Evidence unfavorable to plaintiff tended to show she was running 
across Downing Street at an angle and that the collision occurred 
at a point 60 feet south of the intersection and 7 or 8 feet from the 
west curb. This evidence is contained in the adverse examination of 
Danny Gardner which was offered by plaintiff. On motion to nonsuit, 
however, this testimony is ignored. 


[4,5] The Court of Appeals held the evidence sufficient to sup- 
port a finding of actionable negligence on the part of Danny Gard- 
ner, and we concur. Even in the absence of statutory requirements, 
“TT]t is a general rule of law that the operator of a motor vehicle 
must exercise ordinary care, that is, that degree of care which an 
ordinarily prudent person would exercise under similar circumstances. 
And in the exercise of such duty it is incumbent upon the operator 
of a motor vehicle to keep same under control, and to keep a rea- 
sonably careful lookout, so as to avoid collision with persons and 
vehicles upon the highway. This duty also requires that the operator 
must be reasonably vigilant, and that he must anticipate and expect 
the presence of others.” Adams v. Service Co., 237 N.C. 136, 141, 74 
S.E. 2d 332, 336. It is the duty of a driver not merely to look but to 
keep a lookout in the direction of travel; ‘“‘and he is held to the duty 
of seeing what he ought to have seen.” Wall v. Bain, 222 N.C. 375, 
379, 23 S.E. 2d 330, 333. Such duty requires increased vigilance when 
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the danger is increased by darkness or other conditions obscuring 
his view. Chesson v. Teer Co., 286 N.C. 208, 72 S.E. 2d 407; Brad- 
ham v. Trucking Co., 248 N.C. 708, 91 S.E. 2d 891. 


[6] Manifestly, defendant Danny Gardner’s alleged failure to keep 
a proper lookout is supported by evidence sufficient to go to the jury 
on the negligence issue. We put aside further discussion of the evi- 
dence bearing on his negligence. 


[7-9] The Court of Appeals sustained a judgment of nonsuit on 
the premise that plaintiff was contributorily negligent as a matter of 
law. Nonsuit on that ground is proper only if plaintiff’s evidence, con- 
sidered in the light most favorable to her, so clearly establishes her 
own negligence as one of the proximate causes of her injury that no 
other reasonable inference may be drawn therefrom. Anderson v. 
Carter, 272 N.C. 426, 158 S.E. 2d 607; Black v. Wilkinson, 269 N.C. 
689, 153 S.E. 2d 333; Raper v. Byrum, 265 N.C. 269, 144 S.E. 2d 38; 
Pruett v. Inman, 252 N.C. 520, 114 S.E. 2d 360. Let us look at the 
evidence. In the light most favorable to plaintiff it tends to show that 
she looked both ways before leaving the curb; that she kept looking 
as she was crossing; that she started straight across the street from 
the corner; that the motorcycle was moving at 30 miles per hour or 
44 feet per second; that she was struck after walking 24 to 26 feet 
and before she ever saw it. The evidence fails to show where the 
motorcycle was when she left the curb. It would have traveled over 
300 feet in 7 seconds. How long it took her to walk 26 feet is un- 
known. Does this evidence so clearly establish negligence on her 
part that no other reasonable inference or conclusion can be drawn 
therefrom? We think not. It is sufficient to support a jury finding 
that plaintiff was crossing Downing Street in an unmarked cross- 
walk at an intersection and thus had the right of way under GS, 
20-173(a). The Court of Appeals so held. Its unfavorable aspects 
would permit the jury to find that she was crossing Downing Street 
60 feet south of the intersection at a point where there was no marked 
crosswalk and thus was required to yield the right of way to all ve- 
hicles upon the street under G.S. 20-174(a). These are opposing in- 
ferences permissible from plaintiff’s evidence, and only the jury may 
make the choice. Nonsuit as a matter of law should therefore be de- 
nied. Byers v. Products Co., 268 N.C. 518, 151 S.E. 2d 38; Stewart 
v. Gallimore, 265 N.C. 696, 144 S.E. 2d 862; Montford v. Gilbhaar, 
265 N.C. 389, 144 S.E. 2d 31; Murray v. Bottling Co., 265 N.C. 334, 
144 8.E. 2d 1. Hence, it was error to conclude that she was contribu- 
torily negligent as a matter of law for failure to see the motorcycle 
and to use ordinary care for her own safety. If she was crossing in 
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an unmarked crosswalk at an intersection, she was not required to 
anticipate negligence on the part of others. In the absence of any- 
thing which gave or should have given notice to the contrary, she 
was entitled to assume and to act upon the assumption, even to the 
last moment, that others would observe and obey the statute which 
required them to yield the right of way. Reeves v. Staley, 220 N.C. 
573, 18 S.E. 2d 239; Carr v. Lee, 249 N.C. 712, 107 S.E. 2d 544; 
Gamble v. Sears, 252 N.C. 706, 114 8.E. 2d 677. Had plaintiff seen 
the motorcycle approaching, this rule of law would still apply. 
Whether its speed, proximity, or manner of operation were such that 
plaintiff, simply by failing to see it, failed to exercise due care for 
her own safety is a jury question on this record. The evidence shows 
nothing unusual in the motorcycle’s approach which would have put 
plaintiff on notice that the cyclist did not intend to obey the law and 
yield the right of way. Thus the circumstances permit opposing in- 
ferences, and this carries the case to the jury. 


Cases followed by the Court of Appeals — Warren v. Lewis, 273 
N.C. 457, 160 S.E. 2d 305; Price v. Miller, 271 N.C. 690, 157 S.E. 2d 
347; Blake v. Mallard, 262 N.C. 62, 136 S.E. 2d 214; Rosser v. Smith, 
260 N.C. 647, 133 S.E. 2d 499; anc Garmon v. Thomas, 241 N.C. 412, 
85 S.E. 2d 589 — are all factually distinguishable. The principles of 
law enunciated in them are perfectly sound and are applied in each 
case to a litigant who did not have the right of way. True, right of 
way is not absolute. It was plaintiff’s duty here, even with the right 
of way, to exercise ordinary care for her own safety. Carr v. Lee, 
supra. On that aspect of her conduct, however, there is evidence to 
support a finding either way. It becomes a question of fact for the 
jury rather than a matter of law for the court. Both sides allege 
right of way in themselves and each charges the other with failure 
to yield. This is the crux of the case. The rights and liabilities of the 
parties largely hinge upon the jury’s answer to that proposition. 
[10] Plaintiff alleges that the motorcycle which struck her was 
owned and maintained by James Gardner as a family purpose ve- 
hicle for the use and pleasure of members of his family and partic- 
ularly his 18-year-old son Danny Gardner who was a member of his 
father’s household; and further, that Danny was operating the mo- 
torcycle as his father’s agent and with his father’s permission and 
consent. These allegations are dertied in the answer of both defend- 
ants. In the adverse examination of Danny Gardner, offered in evi- 
dence by plaintiff, Danny testified: “I own it but the motor vehicle 
registration certificate is in my father’s name. He applied for the 
registration so it could be issued in his name. I use the motorcycle 
for my own use and pleasure. No one else uses it.’ Proof of registra- 
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tion in the name of James Gardner is prima facie evidence of owner- 
ship by him and agency in the driver under G.S. 20-71.1(b). Such 
prima facie evidence of ownership in the father is sufficient to carry 
the case to the jury against him. Travis v. Duckworth, 237 N.C. 471, 
75 S.E. 2d 309; Jyachosky v. Wensil, 240 N.C. 217, 81 S.E. 2d 644. 
And this is true even though plaintiff’s proof goes further and shows 
by the testimony of Danny Gardner that he, not his father, owned 
the motorcycle, maintained it for his own use, and was on a mission 
of his own at the time of the collision out of which plaintiff’s in- 
juries arose. This evidence is sufficient, if true, to rebut the prima 
facie evidence that James Gardner owned the motorcycle and Danny 
Gardner was driving it as the owner’s agent. Even so, proof of regis- 
tration in James Gardner’s name is evidence to the contrary. Since 
discrepancies, conflicts and contradictions in plaintiff’s evidence do 
not justify nonsuit, the decision of the Court of Appeals sustaining 
the nonsuit as to James Gardner is erroneous. Perkins v. Cook, 272 
N.C. 477, 158 S.E. 2d 584. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed as to both de- 
fendants. The case is remanded to that Court where it will be certi- 
fied to the trial court for a new trial in accord with this opinion. 


Reversed and remanded. 


LakB, J., took no part in the consideration or decision of this 
case. 





CYRUS N. HICKS, ApperLtert vy. JUANITA J. HICKS, AppeLLant 
No. 29 


(Filed 18 June 1969) 


1. Divorce and Alimony § 5— _ defense of recrimination 


This jurisdiction recognizes the defense of recrimination, which allows 
a defendant in a divorce action to set up a defense in bar of plaintiff’s 
action that plaintiff was guilty of misconduct which in itself would be a 
ground for divorce. 


2. Divorce and Alimony § 5— _ recrimination — burden of proof 


A defense under the doctrine of recrimination is deemed controverted 
and the burden to establish such affirmative defense is on the person plead- 
ing it, who must prove it with the same character of evidence and the 
Same certainty as if he were setting up a ground for divorce. 
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8. Evidence § 12— testimony by spouse in civil action —G.S. 8-56 
At common law husband and wife could not testify in an action to which 
either was a party; however, G.S. 8-56 makes husband and wife both com- 
petent and compellable to testify for or against each other in all civil ac- 
tions except for certain statutory prohibitions. 


4. Divorce and Alimony §§ 5, 14; Evidence § 12— _ recrimination — 
testimony by husband of wife’s adultery — G.S. 8-56 
G.S. 856 does not prohibit testimony by plaintiff husband as to the 
adultery of defendant wife to explain his separation from defendant and 
to establish a defense in bar of her cross-action for alimony without di- 
voree under former G.S. 50-16 where, at the time the testimony was offered, 
plaintiff’s action for divorce on the ground of adultery had been dismissed, 
since it was not offered “in any action or proceeding for divorce on account 
of adultery” or “within any action or proceeding in consequence of 
adultery.” 


5. Divorce and Alimony § 16— alimony without divorce — applicabil- 
ity of G.S. 50-10 
An action for alimony without divorce under former G.S. 50-16 is a di- 
vorece action within the purview of that portion of G.S. 50-10 which con- 
troverts all material facts in every divorce action. 


6. Divorce and Alimony §8§ 14, 16; Evidence § 12— alimony with- 
out divorce — testimony of adultery by spouse 
Provision of G.S. 50-10 which prohibits the husband or wife from testi- 
fying to prove adultery is applicable to actions for alimony without di- 
vorce. 


%. Divorce and Alimony §§ 5, 14, 16; Evidence § 12— _ cross-action 
for alimony without divorce — husband’s testimony as to wife’s adul- 
tery — recrimination 


Where the wife cross-claimed for alimony without divorce under former 
G.S. 50-16 in husband’s action for absolute divorce on the ground of one 
year separation, provisions G.S. 50-10 render the husband incompetent to 
testify as to the adultery of the wife to refute the wife’s allegation of 
wilful abandonment and to establish his defense of recrimination in bar 
of her cross-claim. 


APPEAL by defendant wife from decision of the North Carolina 
Court of Appeals filed on 26 February 1969 and reported in 4 N.C. 
App. 28. 


On 10 August 1965 plaintiff, Cyrus N. Hicks, filed an action for 
divorce based on one year separation, alleging that he and his wife, 
defendant Juanita J. Hicks, had separated on 8 January 1964. 


On 19 August 1965 defendant filed her answer denying the separa- 
tion, and by cross-action alleged acts of indignity which made her 
condition intolerable and life burdensome. Defendant prayed for ali- 
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mony pendente lite and permanent alimony, custody of and support 
for the children and possession of the family residence. 


On 24 August 1965 plaintiff filed a reply pleading the adultery 
of defendant in response to her cross-action and withdrawing his 
prayer for absolute divorce based on the separation. 


On 3 February 1967 Martin, J., ordered that plaintiff be allowed 
to amend his complaint and reply. On 3 August 1967 Anglin, J., 
ordered that all the pleadings in the action be consolidated into an 
amended complaint, an amended answer and cross-action, and an 
amended reply. 


Plaintiff filed his amended complaint on 2 August 1967 in which 
he alleged that, in addition to the period of separation beginning on 
8 January 1964, plaintiff had lived continuously separate and apart 
from defendant since 10 August 1965, the date the original complaint 
was filed. As a second cause of action plaintiff alleged that on 8 
January 1964 defendant committed adultery with one Walter Hale, 
Sr. Plaintiff prayed for an absolute divorce. 


On 4 August 1967 defendant filed her amended answer denying 
the allegations of the amended complaint and alleging as a cross- 
action that on 11 August 1965 plaintiff abandoned defendant and 
his children and that plaintiff offered such indignities to defendant’s 
person as to render her life burdensome and intolerable. Defendant 
prayed for temporary and permanent alimony, custody of and sup- 
port for the children, and exclusive possession of the family resi- 
dence. 


On 1 September 1967 plaintiff filed his reply to the amended 
answer denying the allegations of the cross-action and alleging adul- 
tery on the part of defendant in bar of her cross-action and in justi- 
fication of his separation from defendant. 


The case was tried before Martin, S.J., at the 1 April 1968 Ses- 
sion of Forsyth Superior Court. At the close of plaintiff’s evidence, 
defendant’s motion for nonsuit as to the cause of action for absolute 
divorce based on adultery was granted. At the close of all the evi- 
dence, the jury answered the issues of abandonment and indignities 
against plaintiff. The judgment of the trial court granted defendant 
possession and control of the home as alimony and assessed the costs 
of court and defendant’s counsel fees against plaintiff. Plaintiff 
was also ordered to pay $30.00 per week for the support of his two 
children. 


Plaintiff appealed from this judgment to the North Carolina Court 
of Appeals. The Court of Appeals, with one judge dissenting, granted 
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plaintiff a new trial on the grounds that the trial court committed 
error when it refused to allow plaintiff to testify as to the adultery 
of defendant to establish his defense of recrimination to her cross- 
action based on abandonment. 


Defendant appealed to this Court pursuant to N. C. Gen. Stat. § 
7A-30(2). 


David P. Mast, Jr., for plaintiff appellee. 
Booe, Mitchell, Goodson and Shugart for defendant appellant. 


BRANCH, J. 


[7] The guestion presented to this Court for decision is whether 
plaintiff husband may testify as to the adultery of defendant wife 
to explain his separation from defendant and to establish a defense 
in bar of her cross-action based on N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-16. 


The allegations in defendant’s amended cross-action were suffi- 
cient to allege a cause of action for divorce from bed and board under 
N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-7, or for alimony without divorce under N. C. 
Gen. Stat. § 50-16 as it then existed. (The 1967 General Assembly 
repealed N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-16 effective October 1, 1967.) How- 
ever, from an examination of the pleadings as explained by the re- 
lief demanded, it is apparent that defendant proceeded with her 
cross-action pursuant to N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-16. 


[1] This jurisdiction recognizes the doctrine of recrimination, which 
allows a defendant in a divorce action to set up a defense in bar of 
the plaintiff’s action that plaintiff was guilty of misconduct which 
in itself would be a ground for divorce. Pharr v. Pharr, 223 N.C. 115, 
25 S.E. 2d 471, N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-16, in part, specifically pro- 
vided: 


Provided further, that in all applications for alimony under 
this section it shall be competent for the husband to plead the 
adultery of the wife in bar of her right to such alimony, and if 
the wife shall deny such plea, and the issue be found against her 
by the judge, he shall make no order allowing her any sum what- 
ever as alimony, or for her support, but only her reasonable 
counsel fees, 


[2] Defenses under the doctrine of recrimination are deemed con- 
troverted and the burden to establish such affirmative defense is on 
the defendant. Taylor v. Taylor, 225 N.C. 80, 383 S.E. 2d 492. And 
in order for such a defense to succeed, the person pleading it must 
prove it with the same character of evidence and the same certainty 
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as if he were setting up a ground for divorce. 1 Lee, North Carolina 
Family Law, § 88, at 343 (2d ed. 1963); 1 Nelson, Divorce and An- 
nulment § 10.05, at 366 (2d ed. 1945). 


Here, plaintiff by his amended pleadings set up the defense of 
recrimination as a bar to defendant’s cross-action and to nullify de- 
fendant’s allegation of wilful abandonment by showing the separa- 
tion to be with just cause. He offered his own testimony to prove 
the alleged act of adultery by defendant. 


[3] At common law husband and wife could not testify in an ac- 
tion to which either was a party. However, N. C. Gen. Stat. § 8-56 
makes husband and wife both competent and compellable to testify 
for or against each other in all civil actions except for certain statu- 
tory prohibitions. N. C. Gen. Stat. § 8-56 in part provides: 


In any trial or inquiry in any suit, action or proceeding in 
any court, or before any person having, by law or consent of 
parties, authority to examine witnesses or hear evidence, the 
husband or wife of any party thereto, or of any person in whose 
behalf any such suit, action or proceeding is brought, prose- 
cuted, opposed or defended, shall, except as herein stated, be 
competent and compellable to give evidence, as any other wit- 
ness on behalf of any party to such suit, action or proceeding. 
Nothing herein shall render any husband or wife competent or 
compellable to give evidence for or against the other in any 
action or proceeding in consequence of adultery, or in any ac- 
tion or proceeding for divorce on account of adultery; ... 
(Emphasis ours). 


[4] We agree with the Court of Appeals that the factual situation 
of instant case precludes defendant from invoking the prohibitions 
contained in N. C. Gen. Stat. $ 8-56, since, as stated by the Court 
of Appeals, “at the time the challenged testimony was offered, plain- 
tiff’s action for divorce on the grounds of adultery had been dis- 
missed; therefore, it was not offered ‘in any action or proceeding for 
divorce on account of adultery’ as forbidden by G.S. 8-56,” and that 
“it was not offered ‘within any action or proceeding in consequence 
of adultery’, .. .” 

The other statute pertinent to decision is N. C. Gen. Stat. § 
50-10, which, in part, is as follows: 


The material facts in every complaint asking for a divorce 
shall be deemed to be denied by the defendant, whether the 
same shall be actually denied by pleading or not, and no judg- 
ment shall be given in favor of the plaintiff in any such com- 
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plaint until such facts have been found by a jury and on such 
trial neither the husband nor wife shall be a competent witness 
to prove the adultery of the other, nor shall the admissions of 
either party be received as evidence to prove such fact. 


[7] The Court of Appeals reasoned that the provisions of N. C. 
Gen. Stat. § 50-10 were not applicable because ‘‘a divorce action 
grounded on adultery was not being tried at the time.” We do not 
agree with this disposition of the applicability of N. C. Gen. Stat. 
§ 50-10 to the facts here presented. 


{5, 6] This Court has held that suits for alimony without divorce 
are within the analogy of divorce laws, Rector v. Rector, 186 N.C. 
618, 120 S.E. 195, and that an action under N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-16 
was a divorce action within the purview of that portion of N. C. 
Gen. Stat. § 50-10 which controverted all material facts in every 
divorce action. Rouse v. Rouse, 258 N.C. 520, 128 S.E. 2d 865; Blank- 
enship v. Blankenship, 256 N.C. 638, 124 S.E. 2d 857; Schlagel v. 
Schlagel, 253 N.C. 787, 117 S.E. 2d 790. Thus, it reasonably follows, 
and we so hold, that the other portion of N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-10 
which prohibits the husband or wife from testifying to prove adultery 
is equally applicable to actions brought under N. C. Gen. Stat. § 
50-16. Moreover, the applicability of N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-10 to in- 
stant facts is buttressed by the fact that at the time the challenged 
testimony was offered plaintiff’s action for divorce on the ground of 
one year’s separation under N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-6 was before the 
court. 


The cases relied upon by the parties to this action and pertinent 
to this decision are Becker v. Becker, 262 N.C. 685, 1388 S.E. 2d 507; 
Biggs v. Biggs, 2538 N.C. 10, 116 §.E. 2d 178; Hooper v. Hooper, 165 
N.C. 605, 81 S.E. 933; Broom v. Broom, 1380 N.C. 562, 41 S.E. 678; 
and Perkins v. Perkins, 88 N.C. 41. We deem it necessary for de- 
cision of this case to briefly review and analyze these cases. 


In the case of Broom v. Broom, supra, two witnesses offered by 
the plaintiff husband testified that they had had sexual intercourse 
with the defendant since her marriage to the plaintiff. The defendant 
testified that the statements were untrue. The plaintiff, after judg- 
ment for the defendant, excepted to the defendant’s denial on the 
grounds that it was prohibited by what is now N. C. Gen. Stat. § 
8-56. The Court rejected this contention. This case is not decisive 
of instant case since the Court construed only the section now codi- 
fied as N. C. Gen. Stat. § 8-56. Broom is also distinguishable from 
instant case, since the wife’s testimony did not attempt to prove 
the act of adultery on the part of her husband. 
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Hooper v. Hooper, supra, is a case in which the plaintiff hus- 
band sought divorce from the defendant wife on account of adultery. 
The plaintiff testified to facts which tended to show that the plain- 
tiff and the defendant were married in September 1912, and that 
sometime after and following a visit to Savannah, Georgia, the de- 
fendant wife developed a venereal disease. The defendant had no 
such disease at the time of their marriage, and the plaintiff had not 
given his wife the disease. The Court held that it was error to allow 
the plaintiff to testify as to the venereal disease under such circum- 
stances as would necessarily establish adultery on her part. In find- 
ing error, the Court considered the sections now codified as N. C. 
Gen. Stat. § 50-10 and N. C. Gen. Stat. § 8-56. The Court stated: 


These regulations, which have long existed in this State, ex- 
press the settled purpose of our Legislature that, in actions for 
divorce on account of adultery, neither the husband nor the wife 
shall be competent or compellable to give evidence which fixes 
or tends to fix either with adultery and the inhibition extends 
to any and all admissions or confessions by the other, of like 
tenor, either in the pleadings or otherwise. Perkins v. Perkins, 
88 N.C. 41; Hansley v. Hansley, 32 N.C. 506. 


True, in the case of Broom v. Broom, 1380 N.C. 562, the 
statute was held not to apply where a wife was offered for the 
sole purpose of denying the statement of third persons, wit- 
nesses, as to specific acts of adultery on her part, but the re- 
striction undoubtedly exists, and extends, as stated, to any and 
all testimony by either the husband or the wife which has a 
tendency to establish the adultery of the other. 


In Biggs v. Biggs, supra, the husband instituted action for abso- 
lute divorce on grounds of adultery. The defendant denied the adul- 
tery charged but alleged that if the jury should so find, the plain- 
tiff forgave her and condoned the acts by resuming marital relations. 
The plaintiff offered evidence of non-access in answer to defendant’s 
plea of condonation. The Court allowed plaintiff to so testify over 
defendant’s objection. This Court held that the trial court ruled cor- 
rectly, and, quoting extensively from Broom v. Broom, supra, con- 
strued N. C. Gen. Stat. § 8-56 as not disqualifying defendant to so 
testify. However, the Court recognized a difference between the stat- 
utes, N. C. Gen. Stat. § 8-56 and N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-10, and in 
holding that N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-10 did not apply because of the 
factual situation, stated: 


But this statute does not apply to the factual situation here 
presented. The husband gave no testimony with respect to the 
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allegations of adultery in his complaint. Nothing said by him 
would have any tendency tc prove the issue of adultery in the 
case. In the challenged testimony he merely states that he did 
not have sexual intercourse with his wife in Florida and was in 
her room only one and one-half minutes. But defendant insists 
that the testimony permits an inference of adultery. If so, it is 
because of evidence elicited bv her from her husband on cross 
examination and her own later testimony that pregnancy re- 
sulted from intercourse with plaintiff during the Florida visit. 
Plaintiff’s voluntary testimony contains no charge of adultery 
against defendant. It was competent in denial of condonation. 
If an inference of adultery resulted from defendant’s own later 
testimony and evidence elicited by her on cross examination, it 
has no tendency to “prove” the issue of adultery according to 
the allegations of the complaint, and cannot avail her on this 
appeal. She will not be heard to complain of error induced by 
her, if error there be. 


Decision in Biggs rested largely on the interpretation of N. C. 
Gen. Stat. § 8-56 and upon the reasoning that the public policy 
against collusion or the opportunity for collusion in divorce actions 
was not violated. In instant case it would seem that public policy 
would also demand that the wife be protected against the absolute 
defense of adultery which the husband sought to prove by his own 
testimony. 


In Becker v. Becker, supra, a case factually similar to the case 
before us, the plaintiff sued for a divorce on the ground of two 
years’ separation. The defendant counterclaimed for divorce on the 
ground of adultery. At trial terra, the defendant withdrew his coun- 
terclaim but amended his pleading to allege adultery as a matter of 
recrimination and as a bar to plaintift’s action. The defendant then 
sought to support his allegations of recrimination by his own testi- 
mony as to his wife’s adulterous disposition. The Court, holding that 
in an action for divorce the defendant husband could not testify in 
regard to the adulterous conduct of his wife, stated: 


Likewise, it is provided in G.S. 50-10 that in a trial pursuant 
thereto, “neither the husband nor wife shall be a competent wit- 
ness to prove the adultery cf the other, nor shall the admissions 
of either party be received as evidence to prove such fact.” 


In the case of Perkins v. Perkins, 88 N.C. 41, Ruffin, J., said: 
“The provision of the statute (Battle’s Revisal, Chapter 17, 
Section 341, now G.S. 8-56) is so pointed and its language so 
plain-—that in such trials, neither the husband nor the wife 
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shall be a competent witness to prove the adultery of the other, 
nor shall the admissions of either be received as evidence to 
prove such fact — as to leave no room for doubt or construction.” 


Our research reveals that headnote No. 1 in the case of Perkins 
v. Perkins, supra, incorrectly cited Battle’s Revisal, Ch. 17, § 341 
(1873) (now N. C. Gen. Stat. § 8-56). This error in citation was in- 
advertently carried forward in Becker v. Becker, supra. It is obvious 
that in Perkins the Court relied upon and interpreted Battle’s Revisal 
Ch. 37, § 7 (1873) (now N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-10) rather than Battle’s 
Revisal, Ch. 17, § 841 (1873) (now N. C. Gen. Stat. § 8-56). 


We agree with the reasoning of Ruffin, J., in Perkins v, Perkins, 
supra, upon which the decision in Becker v. Becker, supra, rests, that 
“The provision of the statute 1s so pointed and its language so plain 
—that in such trials, neither the husband nor the wife shall be a 
competent witness to prove the adultery of the other, nor shall the 
admissions of either be received as evidence to prove such fact — as 
to leave no room for doubt or construction.” 


[7] The provisions of N. C. Gen. Stat. $ 50-10 are not limited to 
“any action or proceeding for divorce on account of adultery” or 
“actions or proceedings in consequence of adultery,” but includes 
“every complaint asking for a divorce.” Thus, its declaration that 
the husband and wife are incompetent witnesses to prove the adul- 
tery of the other refers to all divorce actions, including actions for 
alimony without divorce. N. C. Gen. Stat. § 50-10 clearly makes 
plaintiff an incompetent witness to prove the adultery of defendant 
in this action. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is 
Reversed. 


STATE v. MARY BENTON BENTON 
No. 27 


(Filed 18 June 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 10; Homicide §§ 2, 12; Indictment and Warrant 
§ 11— accessory before the fact of murder — sufficiency of indict- 
ment 

In this prosecution of defendant as an accessory before the fact to the 
murder of her husband, judgment must be arrested on the ground that 
the bill of indictment does not charge defendant with the crime for which 
she was tried, convicted and sentenced, or with any criminal offense, 
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where the indictment charges that defendant became an accessory before 
the fact to the murder of her husband “by counseling, procuring or com- 
manding Raymond Epley to commit a felony, to wit: kill and murder 
Raymond Epley,” and that Rayrnond Epley consequently murdered de 
fendant’s husband. 


Criminal Law § 13— jurisdiction — valid indictment 
A bill of indictment is insufficient to confer jurisdiction unless it charges 
all essential elements of a criminal offense. 


Criminal Law § 127— _ arrest of judgment — defective indictment 


Judgment must be arrested where no crime is charged in the warrant 
or bill of indictment upon which defendant has been tried and convicted. 


Indictment and Warrant § 9— charge of crime 


A charge in the bill of indictment must be complete in itself, and con- 
tain all of the material allegations which constitute the offense charged. 


Criminal Law § 127; Indictment and Warrant § 9— _ defective 
indictment — consideration of allegations in warrant 

Allegations in the warrant on which defendant was originally arrested 
cannot be used to supply a deficiency in the bill of indictment. 


Criminal Law § 127; Indictment and Warrant § 9— _ defect in in- 
dictment not cured by evidence 
Only what appears on the face of the record proper may be considered 
in determining whether a judgment should be arrested, and the evidence, 
not being a part of the record proper, cannot supply a fatal defect or 
omission in a bill of indictment. 


Criminal Law § 127-—~ effect of arrest of judgment 

The legal effect of arresting the Judgment because of a fatally defective 
indictment is to vacate the verdict and sentence of imprisonment, and 
the State, if so advised, may proceed against defendant upon a sufficient 
bill of indictment. 


Criminal Law § 10— accessories before the fact —- elements of of- 
fense 

Elements which must concur in order to justify conviction of one as an 
accessory before the fact are: (1) that he advised and agreed, or urged 
the parties or in some way aided them, to commit the offense, (2) that he 
was not present when the offense was committed, and (3) that the prin- 
cipal committed the crime. 


. Criminal Law § 10—- accessories before the fact — proof of guilt of 


principal 

Although under G.S. 14-5 an accessory before the fact ean be indicted 
and tried independently of the principal felon, the guilt of the principal 
must in all cases be alleged and proved to the same degree of certainty 
as if he himself were on trial. that is, beyond a reasonable doubt. 


. Criminal Law § 10; Homicide §$§ 2, 21— accessory before fact 


of murder — duty of State to prove guilt of principal 
In order to convict defendant as an accessory before the fact to the 
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murder of her husband, it is incumbent upon the State in defendant’s 
trial to satisfy the jury from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt that 
the principal felon named in the indictment murdered defendant’s husband. 


11. Criminal Law § 10; Homicide §§ 2, 23— accessory before the 
fact of murder — instructions — duty of State to prove guilt of prin- 
cipal 

In this prosecution of defendant as an accessory before the fact to the 
murder of her husband, the trial court erred in giving the jury instruc- 
tions which implied or assumed “the crime” was committed when defend- 
ant “was not present” and that “the crime was committed” by the prin- 
cipal felon named in the indictment, and in failing to instruct the jury 
that, in order to justify conviction of defendant as an accessory before the 
fact, the State was required in this case to satisfy the jury from the evi- 
dence beyond a reasonable doubt that the principal felon named in the 
indictment murdered defendant’s husband, 


AppEaAL by defendant from Beal, Special Judge, November 11, 
1968 Special Criminal Session of BuRKE. 


Defendant was tried on a bill of indictment returned by the 
grand jury at February 1968 Session, viz.: 


“The jurors for the State upon their oath present, that Mary 
Benton Benton late of the County of Burke, on the 27 day of No- 
vember, in the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and 
Sixty-seven, with force and arms, at and in the county aforesaid, 
unlawfully, willfully, and feloniously be and become an accessory 
before the fact to the murder of Marshal Adam Benton, by counsel- 
ing, procuring, or commanding Raymond Epley to commit a felony, 
to wit: kill and murder Raymond Epley, and in confirmation of said 
counseling and procuring or commanding of the said Raymond Epley, 
he, the said Raymond Epley, on or about the 27th day of November, 
1967, did unlawfully, willfully and feloniously, with premeditation 
and deliberation, and with her malice aforethought, kill and murder 
the said Marshall Adam Benton, in violation of General Statutes of 
North Carolina Section 14-5, against the form of the statute in such 
case made and provided and against the peace and dignity of the 
State.” (Our italics.) 


Defendant pleaded not guilty and was placed on trial during the 
second week of the May 27, 1968 Session. The record before us shows 
that the court, on June 5, 1968, withdrew a juror and declared a mis- 
trial “due to the critical degree of the pregnancy of the defendant.” 


At defendant’s trial at November 1968 Special Crimina] Session, 
the jury returned a verdict of “guilty.” Thereupon, defendant moved 
in arrest of judgment and excepted to the court’s denial of her mo- 
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tion. The court pronounced judgment that the defendant be confined 
in the State Prison for the term of her natural life. 


Defendant exceptcd and appealed, assigning as error, inter alia, 
the court’s denial of her motion in arrest of judgment. 


Attorney General Morgan and Deputy Attorney General Moody 
for the State. 


Byrd, Byrd & Ervin for defendant appellant. 


Bossitt, J. 


[1] Fidelity to sound legal principles requires that the Judgment 
be arrested on the ground the bill of mdictment does not charge de- 
fendant with the crime for which she was tried, convicted and sen- 
tenced, or with any criminal offense. 


The bill alleges explicitly and fully that Raymond Epley mur- 
dered Marshall Adam Benton on or about November 27, 1967. It 
alleges that defendant became an accessory before the fact to the 
murder of Marshall Adam Benton “by counseling, procuring, or 
commanding Raymond Epley tc commit a felony, to wit: kill and 
murder Raymond Epley,” and that Raymond Epley murdered Mar- 
shall Adam Benton “in confirmation of said counseling and procur- 
ing or commanding of the said Raymond Epley.” 


The warrant on which defendant was arrested and the evidence 
at trial indicate clearly it was intended that defendant be charged 
as an accessory before the fact to the murder of Marshall Adam 
Benton by Raymond Epley by counseling, procuring, or command- 
ing Raymond Epley to kill and murder Marshall Adam Benton. Un- 
fortunately, the bill of indictment does not contain this essential al- 
legation. Decision must be based on what the bill of mdictment in 
fact charges, not on what the draftsman or grand Jury may have 
intended. Therefore, under the well-settled legal principles stated 
below, the bill of indictment was insufficient to vest the court with 
jurisdiction to try defendant. 


{2, 3] A bill of indictment is insufficient to confer jurisdiction 
unless it charges al] essential elements of a criminal offense. State 
v. Stokes, 274 N.C. 409, 163 S.E. 2d 770, and cases cited; State v. 
Morgan, 226 N.C. 414, 38 S.E. 2d 166, and cases cited. “(W) here no 
crime is charged in the warrant or bill of indictment upon which the 
defendant has been tried and convicted the judgment must be ar- 
rested.” State v. Morgan, supra, and cases cited. Accord: State v. 
Fowler, 266 N.C. 528, 146 S.E. 2d 418. 
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[4-6] “A charge in a bill of indictment must be complete in itself, 
and contain all of the material allegations which constitute the of- 
fense charged.” State v. Guffey, 265 N.C. 331, 333, 144 S.E. 2d 14, 
17. As held in Guffey, allegations in the warrant on which defendant 
was originally arrested cannot be used to supply a deficiency in the 
bill of indictment. Accord: 42 C.J.S., Indictments and Informations 
§ 108, p. 990. Only what appears on the face of the record proper 
may be considered in determining whether a judgment should be ar- 
rested. State v. Gaston, 236 N.C. 499, 738 S.E. 2d 311. Accord: State 
v. Stokes, supra. Evidence, which is not a part of the record proper, 
cannot supply a fatal defect or omission in a bill of indictment. 


The bill of indictment under consideration is fatally defective. 
It does not charge defendant with the murder of Marshall Adam 
Benton. Nor does it charge that she counseled, procured or com- 
manded Raymond Epley to murder Marshall Adam Benton. The 
verdict relates to the accusation in the bill of indictment. The alle- 
gations thereof being insufficient to charge a criminal offense, the 
judgment predicated on said indictment and verdict must be arrested. 


[7] The legal effect of arresting the judgment is to vacate the 
verdict and sentence of imprisonment. The State, if it is so advised, 
may proceed against the defendant upon a sufficient bill of indict- 
ment. State v. Fowler, supra. 


The present case demonstrates the need for great care in the 
drafting of pleadings in criminal actions and for close scrutiny thereof 
prior to the arraignment and trial of the accused. “(I)t is impossible 
to overmagnify the necessity of observing the rules of pleading in 
criminal cases. The first rule of pleading in criminal cases is that the 
indictment or other accusation must inform the court and the ac- 
cused with certainty as to the exact crime the accused is alleged to 
have committed.” Ervin, J., in State v. Thorne, 288 N.C. 392, 78 
S.E. 2d 140. 


Our reluctance to arrest judgment on account of the defect in 
the bill of indictment is assuaged by the realization that, even if 
the bill of indictment had alleged what the draftsman intended, de- 
fendant would be entitled to a new trial on account of error in the 
court’s instructions to the jury. Since it is probable there will be a 
new trial on a proper bill of indictment, we deem it appropriate to 
call attention to a deficiency in the court’s charge. 


G.S. 14-5 provides in part: “If any person shall counsel, procure 
or command any other person to commit any felony, whether the 
same be a felony at common law or by virtue of any statute, the 
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person so counseling, procuring or commanding shall be guilty of a 
felony, and may be indicted and convicted, either as an accessory 
before the fact to the principal felony, together with the principal 
felon, or after the conviction of the principal felon; or he may be 
indicted and convicted of a substantive felony, whether the prin- 
cipal felon shall or shall not have been previously convicted, or 
shall or shall not be amenable to justice, and may be punished in 
the same manner as any accessory before the fact to the same felony, 
if convicted as an accessory, may be punished. . . .” 


[8] “There are several elements that must concur in order to jus- 
tify the conviction of one as an accessory before the fact: (1) That 
he advised and agreed, or urged the parties or in some way aided 
them, to commit the offense. (2) That he was not present when the 
offense was committed. (3) That the principal committed the crime.” 
22 C.J.S., Criminal Law § 90, p. 269. This statement was quoted 
with approval by Moore, J., speaking for this Court, in State v. Bass, 
255 N.C. 42, 51, 120 S.E. 2d 580, 587. 


[9] Although under G.S. 14-5 an accessory before the fact can be 
indicted and tried independently of the principal felon, “the guilt of 
the principal must in all cases be alleged and proved.” 1 Wharton’s 
Criminal Law and Procedure (Anderson) § 116, p. 251. “In order to 
warrant the conviction of an accessory, the guilt of the principal 
must be established to the same degree of certainty as if he himself 
were on trial, that is, beyond a reasonable doubt.” 22 C.J.8., Crim- 
inal Law § 105, p. 296. 


It would seem more appropriate if allegation and proof ‘“(t)hat 
the principal committed the crime’’ were stated as the first rather 
than the third element to justify the conviction of one as an acces- 
sory before the fact. Compare statement of essential elements that 
must concur in order to justify the conviction of one as an acces- 
sory after the fact. State v. Williams, 229 N.C. 348, 49 S.E. 2d 617; 
State v. Potter, 221 N.C. 158, 156, 19 S.E. 2d 257, 259. 


After charging the jury substantially in accordance with the 
quoted statement from Corpus Juris Secundum, the court instructed 
the jury: “(I)f you find from the evidence and beyond a reasonable 
doubt that the defendant, Mary Benton Benton, on or about 27th 
day of November 1967, did counsel, advise, encourage, warn, in- 
struct, command, procure the principal, Raymond Epley, to kill and 
slay Marshall Benton on the 27th day of November 1967, and that 
she was not present at the time that the crime was committed, and 
if you so find beyond a reasonable doubt, it is your duty to return a 
verdict of guilty against the defendant, Mary Benton Benton.” 
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[10] Prerequisite to the conviction of defendant as an accessory 
before the fact, it was incumbent upon the State in this case to sat- 
isfy the jury from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt that Ray- 
mond Epley murdered Marshal! Adam Benton. There was plenary 
evidence from which the jury could so find. However, the court’s in- 
structions were deficient. They imply or assume “the crime” was 
committed when defendant ‘was not present” and that “the crime 
was committed” by Raymond Epley. There were no instructions as 
to the elements of the crime of murder. Nor were there instructions 
purporting to apply the law relating to murder to the facts in evi- 
dence. There should have been, but was not, an instruction to the 
effect that, in order to justify the conviction of defendant as an ac- 
cessory before the fact, the State was required in this case to satisfy 
the jury from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt that Ray- 
mond Epley murdered Marshall Adam Benton. Compare State v. 
Jackson, 270 N.C. 773, 155 S.E. 2d 236, where, in the separate trial 
of the defendant as a principal in the second degree to armed rob- 
bery, it was held incumbent upon the State to establish beyond a 
reasonable doubt by evidence in that separate trial the guilt of those 
referred to as principals in the first degree. 


The court may have considered that the testimony of Raymond 
Epley and the proffer of stipulations by defendant’s counsel ren- 
dered unnecessary the instructions we hold should have been given. 
Raymond Epley testified, and defendant’s counsel proffered a stipu- 
lation, to the effect that Raymond Epley had been indicted for the 
murder of Marshall Adam Benton on November 27, 1967; that, at 
May 12, 1968 Session, he had tendered, and the State had accepted, 
a plea of guilty of murder in the second degree; and that, based on 
said plea, he had been sentenced to imprisonment for a term of not 
less than twenty nor more than thirty years. Too, defendant’s coun- 
sel, incident to their objections to the introduction of photographs 
of the deceased, proffered stipulations (1) “that the deceased died 
as a result of a gunshot wound from the bullet that (had) been in- 
troduced as State Exhibit (1),” and (2) that Raymond Epley “did 
kill Marshall Benton, which death resulted from a gunshot wound 
that occurred on November 27, 1967.” Assuming, without deciding, 
that defendant’s counsel, without defendant’s full understanding and 
express approval, had authority to stipulate facts of which neither 
they nor their client had personal knowledge, that is, that Raymond 
Epley did kill Marshall Adam Benton, the proffered stipulations fall 
short of a judicial admission that Raymond Epley murdered Mar- 
shall Adam Benton. 
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It is noteworthy that, although G.S. 14-17 provides that a person 
who is convicted or pleads guilty to murder in the second degree 
“shall be punished with imprisonment of not less than two nor more 
than thirty years in the State’s Prison,’ G.S. 14-6 provides that a 
person who is convicted as an accessory before the fact of the crime 
of murder, whether first degree or second degree, ‘‘shall be imprisoned 
for life in the State’s Prison.” See State v. Mozingo, 207 N.C. 247, 
176 S.E. 582. 


Although we have discussed a deficiency in the charge, decision 
on this appeal is that, for the reasons set forth in the first portion 
of this opinion, the judgment of the court below must be and 1s 
hereby arrested. 


Judgment arrested. 


BESSIE PRICE (Wivow) v. TOMRICH CORPORATION anp WILLIAMS E. 
ARANT, JR., Trustee ror FIRST UNION BANK 


No. 33 
(Filed 18 June 1969) 


1. Adverse Possession § 17— color of title 
Color of title is a written instrument which purports to convey the 
land described therein but fails to do so because of a want of title in the 
grantor or some defect in the mode of conveyance. 


2. Adverse Possession § 17— color of title — description in deed 
When the description in a deed embraces not only land owned by the 
grantor but also contiguous land which he does not own, the instrument 
conveys the property to which grantor had title and constitutes color of 
title to that portion which he does not own. 


8. Adverse Possession § 17— color of title — valid deed 
A valid deed—a muniment of title— may serve as color of title. 


4. Adverse Possession § 17— _ color of title —- commissioner’s deed 
Commissioner’s deed, which was executed and delivered to plaintiff’s 
predecessor in title in a special proceeding brought by an administrator 
C.T.A. to make assets to pay debts, constitutes color of title to all the 
land described therein. 


5. Adverse Possession § 6—- tacking possession — beneficiary under a 
will 
Plaintiff, who succeeded to her title as beneficiary under a will, is en- 
titled to tack her adverse possession of lappage to such possession by the 
testator as she is able to establish. 
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6. Adverse Possession § 18— color of title — presumptive possession 
to outermost boundaries of deed 


When one enters upon a tract of land and asserts his ownership of the 
whole under color of title, the law will extend his occupation of a portion 
thereof to the outer bounds of his deed, provided no part of the premises 
is held adversely by another; and his exclusive and uninterrupted posses- 
sion for seven years will ripen title to all the land embraced within the 
deed. 


%. Adverse Possession § 4— Jappage in description of deeds 
Where the title deeds of two rival claimants to land lap upon each 
other, and neither is in the actual possession of any of the land covered 
by both deeds, the law adjudges the possession of the lappage to be in the 
one who has the better title. 


8. Adverse Possession § 4—— lappage in description of deeds 


If one of two rival claimants to land is seated on the lappage and the 
other not, the possession of the whole interference is in the former. 


9. Adverse Possession § 4—- lappage in description of deeds 


If both rival claimants have actual possession of some part of the lap- 
page, the possession of the true owner, by virtue of his superior title, ex- 
tends to all not actually occupied by the other. 


10. Adverse Possession § 4— lappage in description of deeds — pos- 
session under junior grant — presumption 

To mature a title under a junior grant when a portion of the boundary 
of the junior grant laps on a superior title, there must be shown adverse 
and exclusive possession of the lappage or the law will presume possession 
to be in the true owner as to all that portion of the lappage not actually 
occupied by the junior claimant. 


11. Adverse Possession § 1— possession — telephone right-of-way 


Where telephone company acquired from defendant’s predecessors in 
title a right-of-way across a tract of land for its lines and an underground 
cable, its possession of the right-of-way did not inure to the benefit of de- 
fendant for purpose of showing possession of the tract by defendant. 


12, Adverse Possession § 4— adverse possession of lappage — bound- 
aries of lappage — proof 
When a junior grant incorporates a portion of a senior grant, it is not 
necessary for the junior grantee claiming title by seven years adverse 
possession under color to show that the boundaries of the lappage were 
visible on the ground, although the claimant must establish the required 
adverse possession within those lines. 


18. Trial § 21— motion to nonsuit —- consideration of evidence 
In passing upon a motion for nonsuit, the evidence and every legitimate 
inference from it must be considered in the light most favorable to plain- 
tiff. 
14. Adverse Possession § 25— color of title — sufficiency of proof 


In proving title by continuous, open and adverse possession of land 
under color of title for seven years, nothing must be left to conjecture. 
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Adverse Possession § 1— what constitutes adverse possession 


Adverse possession consists in actual possession, with an intent to hold 
solely for the possessor to the exclusion of others, and is denoted by the 
exercise of acts of dominion over the land in making the ordinary use 
and taking the ordinary profits of which it is susceptible in its present 
state, such acts to be repeated as to show they are done in the character 
of owner, in opposition to right or claim of any other person, and not 
merely as an occasional trespasser; it must be as decided and notorious as 
the nature of the land will permit, affording unequivocal indication to all 
persons that he is exercising thereon the dominion of owner. 


Adverse Possession § 25— lappage —color of title —- continuous 
possession — sufficiency of evidence 

In an action in trespass to try title wherein plaintiff and defendant dis- 
pute a lappage of 2.82 acres and defendant has the superior record title 
to the lappage but is not in possession of it, plaintiff's evidence is held in- 
sufficient to show continuous possession of the lappage by her and her pre- 
decessor in title for more than seven years under color of title. 


Adverse Possession § 1—~- permission to hunt 


Permission to hunt, like the payment of taxes, is evidence of an adverse 
claim, but it is not possession. 


Adverse Possession § 25— nature of the adverse possession 

Adverse possession is denoted by the exercise of acts of dominion over 
the land in making the ordinary use and taking the ordinary profits of 
which it is susceptible, such acts to be so repeated as to show that they 
are done in the character of owner, and not merely as an occasional tres- 
passer. 


Adverse Possession § 1— cutting timber or pulpwood 


When cutting timber or pulpwood is relied upon to show adverse pos- 
session it must be kept up with such frequency and regularity as to give 
notice to the public that the party cutting it or having it cut is claiming 
the land as his own. 


PARKER, C.J., did not participate in the decision of this case. 


On certiorari to review decision of the Court of Appeals reported 


in 3 N.C. App. 402, 165 S.E. 2d 22. 


This action of trespass to try title and to recover damages was 


instituted 25 May 1968. Plaintiff appealed to the Court of Appeals 
from the judgment of nonsuit entered by Godwin, J., at the July 1968 
Session of Durham. The Court of Appeals reversed. This Court al- 
lowed defendant Tomrich Corporation’s petition for certiorari. 


Bryant, Lipton, Bryant & Battle for plaintiff appellee. 
Powe, Porter and Alphin by Willis P. Whichard for defendant ap- 


pellant. 
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SHARP, J. 


The question presented is the sufficiency of plaintiff’s evidence to 
withstand defendant’s motion for nonsuit. The following facts are 
established by the pleadings and stipulations or are not controverted: 


Plaintiff and defendant Corporation (defendant) own adjoining 
land in the Bragtown area of Durham County. They dispute a lap- 
page of 2.82 acres. In September 1887 all the property now owned 
or claimed by the parties was owned by Hawkins Chisenhall!. The 
division of this property is shown on a map, made 22 July 1968 by 
George C. Love, Jr., registered land surveyor (D-4). An outline of 
the pertinent portions of this map is reproduced herein. The disputed 
area, triangular in shape, is designated as Tract A on D-4. A map, 
made by J. W. Copley on 11 June 1968 (P-I), shows Tract A only. 
An outline of it is likewise reproduced. 


Defendant, with an unbroken chain of title from Hawkins Chisen- 
hall, has the superior record title to Tract A. Defendant also has 
record title to Tract B, 20.7 acres adjoining Tract A on the south, 
and to Tract C, a smaller area adjoining Tract B on the east. De- 
fendant acquired record title to these three tracts on 18 March 1968 
by two deeds, which described the property as one tract and referred 
to a map made December 1987. Each deed conveyed a one-half 
interest and excluded from the warranty of title the 2.82 acres 
“claimed by J. Y. Hinson in Deed Book 200 at page 507, Durham 
County Registry.” Reference was also made to Plat Book 24 at 
page 49. 


Plaintiff’s claim to Tract A stems from a deed from Charles W. 
White, Commissioner, to her predecessor in title, Dr. J. Y. Hinson. 
This deed was executed and delivered to Hinson on 5 December 1952 
pursuant to an order of the Clerk of the Superior Court of Durham 
County in a special proceeding brought by the administrator C.T.A. 
of David M. Chisenhall to sell decedent’s land (supposed to contain 
about 75 acres) to make assets to pay debts. Before advertising the 
land for sale, the Commissioner employed a civil engineer, Hunter 
Jones, to locate the property, mark the lines, and provide an accurate 
description of it. 


The map and description which Jones furnished showed a single 
tract of 77.75 acres. By mistake Jones included within its perimeter 
2.82 acres (Tract A), which David M. Chisenhall did not own. The 
land was advertised and sold, and the deed to Hinson was prepared, 
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PLAT OF PROPERTY OF PLAINTIFF AND DEFENDANT 
Prepared by George C. Love, Jr., 22 July 1968 
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in accordance with the Jones map, which was recorded in Plat Book 
24 at page 49, Durham County Registry. 


As already noted, in both plaintiff’s and defendant’s deeds, the 
disputed 2.82 acres is not described as a separate lot but is included 
within the boundaries of the single tract described in each. On the 
map of the property described in defendant’s deed, Tract A is shown 
as a projection which is the northeastern portion of defendant’s land. 
Tract A is a triangle wedged into the southwestern portion of the 
77.75-acre tract. One side of the triangle is a part of the outside 
boundaries of the larger tract. Thus, two sides of the lappage are 
defined by defendant’s deed. The 77.75-acre tract embraces lots A, 
J, L, M, and H, as shown by D-4. Defendant stipulated that, by 
mesne conveyances from Hawkins Chisenhall, plaintiff has record 
title to Tract H, which adjoins Tract A on the north. Although there 
was no stipulation with reference to Tracts J, L, and M, the tran- 
script discloses that defendant does not dispute plaintiff’s title to 
these lots, and plaintiff does not challenge defendant’s title to 
Tracts B and C. 


Plaintiff first learned that defendant claimed Tract A in March 
or April 1968. In May 1968 defendant began leveling the property 
described in its deed, and plaintiff fenced the line between Tracts 
A and B. Defendant tore down tke fence and continued its operations 
until restrained by Hall, J., upon the institution of this action. 


Plaintiff is the sister of Dr. J. Y. Hinson, who died 29 March 
1963. As the sole beneficiary under his will, which was probated 4 
April 1963, she acquired his interest in the property conveyed to him 
by White, Commissioner. 


{1-3] Plaintiff claims ownership of Tract A by adverse possession 
for more than seven years under color of title. G.S. 1-38. Color of 
title is generally defined as a written instrument which purports to 
convey the land described therein but fails to do so because of a 
want of title in the grantor or some defect in the mode of convey- 
ance. Justice v. Mitchell, 238 N.C. 364, 78 S.E. 2d 122; Trust Co. v. 
Parker, 235 N.C. 326, 69 S.E. 2d 841; 1 Strong, N. C. Index, Ad- 
verse Possession § 15 (1957). When the description in a deed em- 
braces not only land owned by the grantor but also contiguous land 
which he does not own, the instrument conveys the property to 
which grantor had title and constitutes color of title to that portion 
which he does not own. Lane v. Lane, 255 N.C. 444, 121 $.E. 2d 893; 
Trust Co. v. Miller, 243 N.C. 1, 89 S.E. 2d 765. However, should the 
grantee in such a deed be required to establish his ownership of that 
portion of the tract which it actually conveyed, he could use the deed 
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as color of title and avail himself of method 8 detailed in Mobley v. 
Griffin, 104 N.C. 112, 10 8.E. 142, for a valid deed — a muniment of 
title —- may also serve as color of title. Cothran v. Motor Lines, 257 
N.C. 782, 127 S.E. 2d 578; Lofton v. Barber, 226 N.C. 481, 39 S.E. 
2d 263. See Marr v. Shrader, 142 Colo. 106, 349 P. 2d 706 (1960). 


{4, 5] The deed from White, Commissioner, to Dr. J. Y. Hinson 
constituted color of title to all the land described therein. Johnson 
v. McLamb, 247 N.C. 584, 101 S.E. 2d 311; Trust Co. v. Parker, 
supra. Plaintiff, being in privity with Dr. Hinson, is entitled to tack 
her adverse possession of the lappage to such possession by Dr. Hin- 
son as she Is able to establish. Trust Co. v. Miller, supra; Newkirk 
v. Porter, 237 N.C. 115, 74 S.E. 2d 235; 1 Strong, N. C. Index, Ad- 
verse Possession § 6 (1957); 3 Am. Jur. 2d Adverse Possession $ 
58 (1962). 


Plaintiff offered plenary evidence that Dr. Hinson entered upon, 
and adversely possessed for more than seven years, that portion of 
the land described in his deed to which his grantor had title. From 
November 1953 (at least) until his death in 1963 he lived on the 
farm, cultivated portions of it by tenants, raised cattle, which he 
pastured on the northern part of the tract, constructed three ponds, 
and paid taxes on all of it. When plaintiff succeeded to his title, she 
also farmed it through tenants. Inter alia, she cut the timber and 
pulpwood, permitted hunting on the entire farm, including Tract A, 
and allowed fishing in the ponds upon payment of a fee. Since Sep- 
tember 1965, she has lived in the dwelling which Dr. Hinson had oc- 
cupied. 


[6-9] If defendant had the senior title to the entire tract of 77.75 
acres described in Dr. Hinson’s deed, plaintiff’s evidence of adverse 
possession under color would be sufficient to transfer title to the en- 
tire acreage to her. When one enters upon a tract of land and asserts 
his ownership of the whole under an instrument which constitutes 
color of title, the law will extend his occupation of a portion thereof 
to the outer bounds of his deed — provided no part of the premises 
is held adversely by another. His exclusive possession, if continued 
uninterruptedly for seven years, will ripen title to all the land em- 
braced within the deed. Price v. Whisnant, 232 N.C. 653, 62 S.E. 2d 
56; Vance v. Guy, 224 N.C. 607, 31 S.E. 2d 766; Ware v. Knight, 
199 N.C. 251, 154 S.E. 35; Mintz v. Russ, 161 N.C. 538, 77 S.E. 851. 
Simmons v. Box Company, 153 N.C. 257, 69 S.E. 146. Here, however, 
the disputed area (Tract A) is a lappage, and the following rules fix 
the rights of the parties: 


“1. Where the title deeds of two rival claimants to land lap upon 
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each other, and neither is in the actual possession of any of the land 
covered by both deeds, the law adjudges the possession of the lap- 
page to be in the one who has the better title. 


“2. If one be seated on the lappage and the other not, the pos- 
session of the whole interference is in the former. 


“3. If both have actual possession of some part of the lappage, 
the possession of the true owner, by virtue of his superior title, ex- 
tends to all not actually occupied by the other. . . .” Vance v. Guy, 
supra at 611, 31 8.E. 2d at 768. Accord, Lane v. Lane, supra; Shelly 
v. Grainger, 204 N.C. 488, 168 $.E. 736; Penny v. Battle, 191 N.C. 
220, 1381 S.E. 627; Currie v. Gilchrist, 147 N.C. 648, 61 S.E. 581; 
Boomer v. Gibbs, 114 N.C. 76, 19 S.E. 226. 


{10] Plaintiff’s case seems to have been tried in the Superior Court 
upon the theory that possession of any portion of the 77.75-acre 
tract described in Dr. Hinson’s deed extended his or her possession 
to its outer boundaries. However, since defendant has the superior 
title, no possession by plaintiff or Dr. Hinson outside the lappage 
will extend their possession to the lappage. As Hoke, C.J., said in 
Land Co. v. Potter, 189 N.C. 56, 62, 127 8... 348, 346, when a por- 
tion of the boundary ef a junior grant laps on a superior title “to 
mature a title under the junior zrant, there must be shown adverse 
and exclusive possession of the lappage, or the law will presume 
possession to be in the true cwner as to all that portion of the lap- 
page not actually occupied by the junior claimant.” Accord, Boomer 
v. Gibbs, supra; McLean uv. Smith, 106 N.C. 172, 11 S.E. 184; Suero 
v. Worthington, 104 F. 2d 472, 473 (4th Cir. 1989). 


{11] The transcript contains no evidence tending to show any 
actual possession of the lappage by defendant and its predecessors, 
the owners of the senior title. In January 1930, one of defendant’s 
predecessors granted to American Telephone and Telegraph Com- 
pany a one-hundred-foot right-of-way. It was constructed across 
Tract A as shown by P-I. The Company cleared the right-of-way 
and thereafter it remained a visible casement, marked by poles in 
the center of the clearing. In January 1942, another of defendant’s 
predecessors confirmed the 1930 easement and granted the Telephone 
Company the right to use a strip one rod wide for the installation of 
underground cables. Although they reserved the right to fence and 
cultivate any part of the right-of-way not required for telephone 
purposes, so far as the transcript discloses, the owners of the fee 
never made any use of the easernent. Since the Telephone Company 
held in its own right and for its own benefit under a grant from the 
owners, its possession of the right-of-way did not mure to the bene- 
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fit of the defendant. ‘‘[W]here the purchase is of part of a tract of 
land, the vendee’s possession will not inure to the benefit of the ven- 
dor as to the remainder of the tract.” 2 C.J.8. Adverse Possession § 
39C. (1936). Accord, Sucro v. Worthington, supra; Neill v. Cody, 26 
Texas 286 (1862). 


[8] There being no evidence of anv actual possession of the dis- 
puted area by defendant’s predecessors in title, if Dr. Hinson was 
seated on any part of it, under Rule 2 as stated in Vance v. Guy, 
supra, he had constructive possession of the whole lappage. There- 
fore, if he and plaintiff successively continued in exclusive, actual, 
continuous, adverse possession of any part of it for seven consecu- 
tive years before the suit was brought, plaintiff has title to the lap- 
page. Vance v. Guy, supra; Currie v. Gilchrist, supra. 


In her brief filed with the Court of Appeals plaintiff says, “The 
plaintiff’s main burden in this case was to show she and her prede- 
cessor in title had possessed the 2.82-acre tract in question under 
known and visible lines and boundaries and under color of title for 
seven years.” (Emphasis added.) By this requirement she imposed 
upon herself an impossible task, for the only visible line of the 2.82- 
acre tract was its southwestern boundary (the line A-B-C(1) shown 
on P-I). Jones marked this line as a part of the perimeter of the 
tract described in Hinson’s deed when he made his survey in 1952. 
The other two lines of the lappage, C(1)-D and D-E-A, being within 
the perimeter, were not surveyed or marked then. So far as the 
evidence discloses they were never marked or visible lines. 


[12] When a junior grant incorporates a portion of a senior grant 
it is not necessary for the junior grantee claiming title by seven years 
adverse possession under color to show that the boundaries of the 
lappage were visible on the ground. Vance v. Guy, supra at 418, 27 
S.E. 2d at 121; Land Co. v. Potter, supra; McQueen v. Graham, 183 
N.C. 491, 111 S.E. 860; Currie v. Gilchrist, supra at 652, 61 S.E. at 
584; see Scott v. Elkins, 83 N.C. 424, 427-28. The claimant, however, 
must establish the required adverse possession within those lines. 
Here the lines of the lappage must be located from the calls in de- 
fendant’s deed, the only instrument which defines them. Whether 
these lines were marked or not, at any time Dr. Hinson crossed them 
to perform acts of ownership on the lappage “his liability as a tres- 
passer to one having a better title was unquestionable.” Boomer v. 
Gibbs, supra at 85, 19 S.E. at 229. 


[13, 14] We now cull from the transcript and consider plaintiff’s 
evidence tending to show adverse possession of the lappage in the 
light of two established rules: (1) In passing upon a motion for 
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nonsuit, the evidence and every legitimate inference from it must be 
considered in the light most faverable to plaintiff. Locklear v. Sav- 
age, 159 N.C. 236, 74 S.E. 347. (2) “In proving title by continuous, 
open and adverse possession of land . . . under color of title for 
seven years, nothing must be left to conjecture.” Price v. Whisnant, 
supra at 386-87, 72 S.E. 2d at 855; accord, Locklear v. Savage, supra; 
Ruffin v. Overby, 105 N.C. 78, 83, 11 8.E. 251, 253. 


[15] The most frequently quoted definition of adverse possession 
was written by Walker, J., in Locklear v. Savage, supra at 237, 74 
S.E. at 348: 


“. . It consists in actual possession, with an intent to hold 
solely for the possessor to the exclusion of others, and is denoted by 
the exercise of acts of dominion over the land, in making the ordinary 
use and taking the ordinary profits of w hich it is susceptible in its 
present state, such acts to be so repeated as to show that they are 
done in the character of owner, in opposition to right or claim of any 
other person, and not merely as an occasional trespasser. It must be 
decided and notorious as the nature of the land will permit affording 
unequivocal indication to all persons that he is exercising thereon the 
dominion of owner.” See Afallett v. Huske, 262 N.C. 177, 181, 136 
S.E. 2d 553, 556; Cothran v. Motor Lanes, supra at 784, 127 S.E. 2d 
at 580. 


{16] To establish the required seven years’ adverse possession of 
the lappage, plaintiff relies upon the construction of a portion of a 
dam upon it and upon evidence which (she argues) is sufficient to 
show that Dr. Hinson “grew timber’ and pulpwood there, that he 
and she used and maintained a farm road “which traversed the dis- 
puted area” and that she “gave hunting permission” and cut the 
trees on Tract A. 

[17] Permission to hunt, like the payment of taxes, is evidence of 
an adverse claim, but it is not possession. Bowers v. Mitchell, 258 
N.C. 80, 128 S.E. 2d 6. Furthermore, any acts which plaintiff per- 
formed after Dr. Hinson’s death in March 1963 necessarily occurred 
within five years of the institution of this suit and are, therefore, 
insufficient to mature title unless they can be added to Dr. Hinson’s 
adverse possession of the lappage. 


{16] All the evidence tends to show that there were no fields on 
Tract A and that no part of it is suitable for cultivation. The center 
and western portions are low and swampy, and the terrain slopes 
sharply from the east to the center. Only trees and underbrush grew 
on the lappage. 
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There were no buildings on the disputed land. Dr. Hinson’s dwell- 
ing, barns, and packhouse were all located north of Tract A. Except 
for the Telephone Company’s installations on the right-of-way, the 
only improvement or structure of any kind on the lappage was a por- 
tion of the dam of the southernmost fishpond which Dr. Hinson built. 
As shown by the Copley map, at one point the waterline of this pond 
comes to the north line of Tract A, and a section of its earthen dam 
extends at the fartherest point, 40 feet onto the lappage. This was 
the last pond which Dr. Hinson built. It covered about three acres. 
The evidence fails to establish the date on which this pond was built. 
It was not there in November 1957; it was there in the summer of 
1963. 


Walter G. Price, plaintiff’s son and Dr. Hinson’s nephew, testified 
that in November 1957 he walked over the farm with Dr. Hinson. At 
that time Dr. Hinson had just completed a fishpond of about 2 or 
21% acres 300-400 yards south of the dwelling and north of Tract A. 
In locating this pond Walter G. Price testified that it was now the 
center pond, “the first one to the south of the house.” He identified 
it by pointing to the northernmost pond shown on the blackboard 
map (plaintiff's Exhibit J), which was being used to illustrate the 
witness’ testimony. It was in this pond, located north of Tract A, 
that most of the fishing was done. 


The photograph of Exhibit J which comes to us shows only two 
ponds. All the evidence, however, tends to show that Dr. Hinson 
constructed three— two fishponds and a minnow pond. The latter 
(not shown on the map) was north of his dwelling. 


When the witness Price returned to the farm in the summer of 
1963, after the death of Dr. Hinson, he observed that the southern- 
most pond had been finished and stocked with bream and bass. It is 
obvious that the evidence relating to this pond is not sufficient to 
show that the encroaching dam was constructed more than seven 
years prior to the institution of the action. 


Walter G. Price, when asked on direct examination if there “were 
any farm roads on the farm” replied that there were; that they “led 
from the house down by the pond going directly by the ponds and 
then coming over toward this, and the road wasn’t continued much 
further — sometime it was continued further, but mostly began cul- 
tivating along here (indicating), and usually stopped here —it was 
maintained over to the pond along in this area, but nobody had oc- 
casion to go over it except tractors. This was maintained for auto- 
mobiles and traffic.” 


Plaintiff testified that during his lifetime Dr. Hinson kept up the 
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farm roads on the property and that after his death she looked after 
them. In March 1968, when Copley surveyed the property for plain- 
tiff he found a 15-foot wide farm road north of the telephone ease- 
ment. The road ran for about 150 feet within the lappage along its 
northeast line and continued in a southeasterly direction to an un- 
disclosed point. (See P-I) The testimony with reference to the road 
on the lappage fails to disclose when it was constructed, who con- 
structed and used it or the nature and extent of its use. Patently, 
more specific and definite information is required before the exist- 
ence of the road will amount to evidence that plaintiff and Dr. Hin- 
son were seated on the lappage for the necessary seven years. 


Plaintiff relies heavily upon the testimony of Robert Dunn to 
get her to the jury. He testified that the spring after Dr. Hinson 
moved on the farm he “bush-n-begged” portions of it, that is, cleared 
it of “scrubb stuff” so that 1t could be cultivated; that thereafter Dr. 
Hinson did cultivate it and that he built ponds “there where he cut 
up a whole lot of land.” Clearly this testimony was not related 
to the disputed area. No part of Tract A was ever cultivated and the 
three ponds (except for that portion of the dam of the third and last 
pond which extended into the lappage) were not located on Tract A. 
Dunn must have been referring to the area north of the lappage, for 
he did not “cut up” Tract A. 


When asked if he was familiar with the southernmost pond he said 
he “broke that land down in there” and that he had cut up the land 
south of the dam “back to that power line,” but he did not remember 
in what year he did this. The evidence discloses that in January 1953 
Dr. Hinson granted to Duke Power Company a right-of-way over 
the property he acquired from White, Commissioner, but it does not 
disclose where this power line was located. However, it was not lo- 
cated on Tract A. It is possible that Dunn was referring to the tele- 
phone line and not the power Jine, but this uncertainty, as well as the 
inability of the witness to fix <he time, renders this evidence in- 
significant. 


In 1957 Tract A was overgrown with pine and hardwood trees, 
none of which had been cut down. Walter G. Price testified that be- 
tween 1957, when he went over Dr. Hinson’s purchase with him, and 
the summer of 1963, when he cruised it for his mother, there had been 
no cutting at all on the property. Within two years after Dr. Hin- 
son’s death — between 1963 and 1965 -— plaintiff had cut the timber 
and pulpwood from the farm. 


The only evidence tending to show that Dr. Hinson himself ever 
cut any trees on the lappage came from the witness Robert Dunn. 
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He was asked what if anything Dr. Hinson did during his life ‘‘with 
reference to any pulpwood on that shaded area (Tract A) below the 
pond there.” He replied, ‘He cut that off and put it in pulpwood and 
put them ponds in there.’”’ When Dr. Hinson did this, Dunn did not 
attempt to say. Since all the evidence tends to show that two of the 
three ponds were located entirely outside the lappage and that only a 
portion of the dam retaining the waters of the southernmost pond 
encroached upon Tract A, it is clear that Dunn was speaking of the 
area north of Tract A. In any event, however, in view of his failure 
to fix the time, Dunn’s testimony is no evidence tending to show pos- 
session of the lappage by Dr. Hinson in the character of owner for 
seven years prior to the institution of the action. 


[18] Such possession “is denoted by the exercise of acts of do- 
minion over the land in making the ordinary use and taking the ordi- 
nary profits of which it is susceptible, such acts to be so repeated as 
to show that they are done in the character of owner, and not merely 
as an occasional trespasser.” Lindsay v. Carswell, 240 N.C. 45, 51, 
81 S8.E. 2d 168, 173. There must be “a continuous possession of public 
notoriety.” “Occasional entries upon the land will not serve, for they 
may either be not observed, or, if observed, may not be considered 
as the assertion of rights.” Williams v. Wallace, 78 N.C. 354, 356. 
Accord, Price v. Whisnant, 286 N.C. 381, 72 S.E. 2d 851, wherein 
cases illustrating the rule applicable to cutting trees are collected. 


[19] When cutting timber or pulpwood is relied upon to show ad- 
verse possession it must be “kept up with such frequency and regu- 
larity as to give notice to the public that the party cutting or having 
it cut is claiming the land as his own. . . .” Alexander v. Cedar 
Works, 177 N.C. 187, 148, 98 S.E. 312, 315; accord, Bartlett v. Sim- 
mons, 49 N.C. 295. 


We conclude that plaintiff has failed to show that “continuity of 
possession for the full statutory period in plain terms, or by necessary 
implication.” Ruffin v. Overby, supra at 838, 11 8.E. at 253. The judg- 
ment of the trial judge nonsuiting the case was correct, and the de- 
cision of the Court of Appeals ordering a retrial is reversed. 


Reversed. 


Parker, C.J., did not participate in the decision of this case. 
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WACHOVIA BANK AND TRUST COMPANY, Truster, Aanp THE ALEX- 
ANDER CHILDREN’S CENTER, Aa CHARITABLE CORPORATION v. JOHN 
THOMASSON CONSTRUCTION CO., INC., A CorporaATION 


No. 11 
(Filed 11 July 1869) 


1. Trusts § 4— charitable trust — duration —rule against perpetuity 


The rule against perpetuity does not apply to charitable trusts, and such 
trusts may continue indefinitely. G.S. 86-21. 


2. Trusts § 10; Wills § 42— private trust — restraint on alienation 


A restraint on alienation is against public policy and void as to private 
trusts. 


3. Trusts § 4— charitable trust -— restraint on alienation 
An absolute restraint against alienation in a gift to a charitable trust 
is not void. 


4. Trusts § 4— charitable trust — modification of trust — equitable 
jurisdiction 
Courts in the exercise of their equitable jurisdiction may modify the 
terms of a charitable trust in order to preserve the trust estate or protect 
the cestuis, when it appears that some exigency, contingency or emer- 
gency not anticipated by the trustor has arisen requiring a disregard of 
a specific provision of the trust. 


5. Trusts § 4—— charitable trust — change of circumstances — sale of 
property 
In order to accomplish the ultimate purpose or intent of the trustor, the 
court may order real property sold and reinvested in other property 
when a change in circumstances makes such sale hecessary to accomplish 
the purposes of the trust, even though the trust forbids the trustees to 
mortgage or Sell the property. 


6. Trusts § 4— charitable trust —restraint on alienation — sale of 
trust property — sufficiency of evidence 
In trustee’s action to determine its right to convey fee simple title to 
property which it holds in trust for benefit of a charity under deed pro- 
viding that the trustee is to hold the property forever with no power of 
alienation, trial court properly exercised its equitable jurisdiction in per- 
mitting the sale of the property on the ground that changed conditions 
unforeseen by the trustor threatened the purposes of the trust, where 
there is evidence that (1) the property, consisting of some 450 acres, was 
a thriving dairy farm at the time the trustee acquired the property more 
than thirty years ago but is now unproductive as result of the unprece- 
dented growth of a nearby city to the property’s boundaries, (2) the 
property has a value in excess of one million dollars but does not pro- 
duce income sufficient to pay ad valorem taxes, which amounted to $2367 
in a recent year, (3) the trustee has no funds to pay the taxes, and (4) 


400 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


Trust Co. vw. CONSTRUCTION Co. 


the most productive use of the property is sale for single-family residen- 
tial development and reinvestment of the proceeds of the sale. 


Bogsitr, J., concurring in result. 


Suarp, J., joins in concurring opinion. 


On writ of certiorar to the North Carolina Court of Appeals. 
Same case reported below in 3 N.C. App. 157, 164 S.E. 2d 519. 


Civil actions alleging two causes of action: The first cause of 
action is for specific performance of a land sale contract executed by 
a charitable trust; the second cause of action is that if the restraint 
on alienation of the trust property is valid, the court in the exercise 
of its equity jurisdiction should permit the trustees of the charitable 
trust to deviate from the terms of the trust because, owing to cir- 
cumstances not known to the creator of the trust and not antici- 
pated by him, compliance with the terms of the trust would defeat 
or substantially impair the accomplishment of the purposes of the 
trust, and that defendant be required to carry out his contract for 
the purchase of a part of the trust property by accepting a deed from 
the trustees for the same and to make payment for it. 


These facts appear from the allegations and admissions in the 
pleadings and from the unchallenged findings of fact by the trial 
judge: Plaintiff, The Alexander Children’s Center (hereafter called 
Alexander), is a non-profit charitable corporation which was or- 
ganized as “The Alexander Home of Charlotte, North Carolina,” 
pursuant to Chapter 225 of the 1903 Private Laws of North Car- 
olina. The object of the institution was generally to promote and 
protect the well-being of the young, and the institution for many 
years was primarily engaged in custodial care of children. In 1946 
the Board of Directors of Alexander requested a survey of the pro- 
gram by a professional team from the Child Welfare League of 
America. This team found that the need for strictly custodial care 
for orphans and other needy children was declining, that the need 
for specialized institutional treatment for emotionally disturbed 
children was increasing, and that there was no community treatment 
center of this sort in North Carolina. As a result of this survey, the 
type of care offered by Alexander was modified to consist of in-pa- 
tient care for emotionally disturbed children, and the name of Alex- 
ander was changed on 9 September 1968, by amendment to the 
charter duly adopted, to the Alexander Children’s Center. 


By deed dated 17 October 1930, duly recorded in the Mecklen- 
burg County Public Registry, E. T. Garsed conveyed certain lands 
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to the Charlotte National Bank (hereafter called Charlotte) as 
trustee for the benefit of Alexander. Wachovia Bank and Trust Com- 
pany (hereafter called Wachovia), a corporation organized and do- 
ing business in the State of North Carolina, is the corporate succes- 
sor of Charlotte. The deed from. Garsed to Charlotte conveyed to 
Charlotte the land therein described, at the expiration of the natural 
life of Garsed, the remainder in and to this land upon the following 
trusts: “To hold said land foreve: for the sole use and benefit of the 
Alexander Home .. . and to that end to take charge of, manage, 
rent and have general control of said tract of land and to turn over 
the net revenue derived therefrom to the proper officers of the said 
Alexander Home, annually, or more often if it be practicable to do 
so. . . . Provided further, that after the death of the party of the 
first part, said lands shall be held forever for the above set out trust, 
and that the party of the second part shall have no power to sell or 
convey the same either with or without the consent of the Alexander 
Home. .. .” 


The habendum clause in this deed is as follows: “To Havre anp 
To Hotp the remainder, at the expiration of the natural life of the 
said party of the first part, of the said tract unto the Charlotte Na- 
tional Bank, its successors and assigns forever, upon the uses and 
trusts above set out.” 


On 12 October 1967 Wachovia and defendant entered into a con- 
tract under the terms of which Wachovia, with the concurrence of 
the governing body of Alexander, agreed to sell to defendant and 
defendant agreed to buy 10.003 acres more or less of this land for 
the sum of $30,009. Thereafter, on 7 December 1967 defendant noti- 
fied Wachovia by letter that defendant would refuse to accept the 
tender of the deed to the property in question or to pay the contract 
price, declining to go through with the contract and demanding the 
return of its binder check. The sole reason defendant refused to ac- 
cept the deed to the 10.003 acres more or less or pay the purchase 
price was because it alleged that plaintiffs could not convey a valid 
fee simple title to the property. 


For the first cause of action plaintiffs allege that the total re- 
straint on alienation in the deed of Garsed is void as a matter of 
law. 


For the second cause of action plaintiffs assert that if the restric- 
tion on total alienation in the Garsed deed is not void as a matter of 
law, then the court in the administration of a charitable trust ought, 
in the exercise of its equity jurisdiction, to allow a sale of a part of 
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the land so that the remainder may be properly utilized to carry out 
the intent of Garsed, the grantcr. 


The admissions in the pleadings and the unchallenged findings of 
fact show that the Garsed property consisted of some 450 acres of 
land; that the property was once a thriving dairy farm at the time 
of the death of Garsed and the acquisition of the property by the 
trustee; that due to the growth of Charlotte and other changes, the 
property is no longer productive; that the property has a value in 
excess of one million dollars, but that in its present state it does not 
produce enough income to pay ad valorem taxes; that the ad valorem 
taxes on this property for 1967 amounted to $2,367.79; that these 
taxes are unpaid and the trustee has no funds belonging to the trust 
to pay them. 


An assistant trust officer of Wachovia testified: 


“The development that has taken place adjacent to the prop- 
erty is all residential development of the single-family type. It 
is not feasible to build this sort of residence on leased land. The 
property is at present located so far from downtown Charlotte 
that there has been no interest in it as leased land for apart- 
ment-type dwellings. Virtually all of the apartment develop- 
ment that has taken place in Charlotte has taken place con- 
siderably closer to the center of town. 


# * * 


“Needless to say, if the land not now necessary to the pur- 
poses of The Alexander Children’s Center could be sold and the 
proceeds held in trust and invested, this trust would produce a 
very substantial annual income for the use of the beneficiary. 
As matters stand, the trust is actually running an annual deficit 
because the value of the land and the ad valorem taxes have 
gone up while the income has gone down. 


“When this trust was created the land in question was a thriv- 
ing dairy with adjoining woodland and pasture land a number 
of miles from the city limits of Charlotte. It was producing in- 
come and there was no reason to think that it would not continue 
to do so. The unprecedented and then unforeseen growth of the 
City of Charlotte right up to the boundaries of this property, 
together with the drastic change in economic conditions and 
more particularly in the dairying industry have rendered the 
land unproductive for any purposes springing from the use of 
the land itself that would be compatible with the presence of the 
Center on part of the land. At the same time the land has be- 
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come highly desirable for residential purposes. The Alexander 
Children’s Center has now moved its facilities to a part of the 
property. Single-family residential development of the quality 
that the prospective purchaser intends to place on the land will 
serve to insulate the Center against the kind of encroachment 
of undesirable adjoining land use that forced it to move from its 
former location, while at the same time giving the Center a sub- 
stantial income from the rernainder of the property, something 
which, along with the providing of a future site for the location 
of the Center, was one of the expressed intentions of the donors 
of the property.” 


W. Banks McClintock, Jr., a dealer in real estate, testified: 


“Economic competition long ago forced the dairy farm out 
of business. 


“Taking into consideration the needs of the Center itself as 
well as the economic factors involved, in my opinion single- 
family residential development of the type that has taken place 
on the adjoining property would be the most desirable use to 
which the land surrounding the Center could be put. It is 
economically unfeasible to construct single-family dwellings on 
leased land. In my opinion as a realtor the most productive use 
to which the land as a whole could be put would be to sell par- 
cels of it from time to time as market conditions are favorable, 
investing the proceeds in some income-producing investments. 


“Doing this would also insure that the land adjacent to the 
Center would be used for residential purposes, the most desir- 
able use of it from the Center’s point of view, by making it 
available to residential home builders at a time when interest in 
this particular portion of Mecklenburg County for residential 
development is at its peak. Holding the land longer might well 
result in the development of the surrounding area proceeding in 
some other direction, thereby impairing the value of the Garsed 
land for residential purposes, to the disadvantage of The Alex- 
ander Children’s Center. Some of the land along the Monroe 
Road and the railroad which runs alongside it through the prop- 
erty may ultimately prove to be land that can best be utilized 
for selected business uses. This land is sufficiently distant from 
the location of the Center and sufficiently separated from it by 
the topography of the Jand that its use for such purposes at some 
future time would not be detrimental to the Center. Such use 
might also prove to be the most advantageous to the Center from 
an economic standpoint. I understand that this part of the prop- 
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erty is not involved in the pending suit and that any disposition 
of this land would be subject to Court approval at such time as 
the Trustee proposed to convey it.” 


In respect to the first cause of action, defendant admits all the 
material allegations of fact in the complaint except that it denies 
that the restraint on alienation in Garsed’s deed is void as a matter 
of law. As to the second cause of action relating to the allegations 
as to the present condition of the property, its low income, and the 
desirability to sell certain land, defendant in its answer states that 
it does not have information sufficient to form a belief and therefore 
denies the same. 


When the case was called for trial, the parties waived trial by 
jury. 
The trial court among its findings of fact made these findings: 


“5. That in accordance with the wishes of the donors of the 
land the plaintiffs have located The Alexander Children’s Center 
on the land, but that the ability of The Alexander Children’s 
Center to develop and expand its facilities and the services it 
offers to fully carry out the intentions of the donors is being 
materially impaired by a lack of assured operating income and 
funds for capital improvements, something that the donors of 
the land intended for the land to produce. 


“6. That it is necessary and in the best interests of The 
Alexander Children’s Center that the administrative provisions 
of the trust be amended so that a portion of the property in 
question may be sold and the proceeds of this sale held in trust 
by the trustee and invested so as to produce income to allow for 
the full development and utilization of that part of the prop- 
erty which the plaintiffs desire to retain for the use of The 
Alexander Children’s Center. 


“7, That it is only by so doing that the intention of the 
donors of the land can be fully realized.” 


The trial court made these findings of fact in respect to the second 
cause of action: 


“1, That it is necessary and in the best interests of the 
Alexander Children’s Center that those portions of the 450 acre 
tract held in trust for it which are not necessary to the purposes 
of The Alexander Children’s Center be sold and the proceeds in- 
vested in order that that land retained may be developed and 
utilized to carry out the purposes of the trust. 
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“2. That, there having been a substantial, unforeseen change 
of conditions since the gift of land was made, which change of 
conditions materially impairs the realization of the donors’ in- 
tent, the Court has the power to modify the administrative pro- 
visions of the trust to allow a portion of the property to be sold 
in order to develop the rest of the property, this without regard 
to whether or not the restrictions on alienation contained in the 
deed to the property are or are not valid as a matter of law or 
are or are not valid and binding on the trustee and The Alex- 
ander Children’s Center.” 


The court further finds with respect to both causes of action 
“that the sale of the property which is the subject of this suit is in 
the best interests of The Alexander Children’s Center and that so 
doing will help to achieve the purposes for which the trust was cre- 
ated, and that the Court in the exercise of its inherent equitable 
power to supervise the administration of charitable trusts ought to 
allow and require the conveyance of the land which is the subject of 
this suit.” 


The court adjudged that Wachovia and defendant carry out the 
terms of the contract of 12 October 1967. It further ordered “that 
this cause be retained on the docket of this Court so that the Court 
may from time to time consider upon motion the sale by the plain- 
tiffs of land under the additional options heretofore granted to the 
defendant and of such additional parcels of land as they may from 
time to time desire to be allowed to convey. It is further ordered that 
the defendant be taxed with the costs of the Court.” 


Defendant excepted to the judge’s conclusions of law in both 
causes of action and to the judgment and appealed to the Court of 
Appeals. 


The Court of Appeals held that the trustee took title in fee simple 
absolute upon the death of the life tenant without restraint or re- 
striction on the power of alienability, and that under the existing 
facts and circumstances the Court, in the exercise of its equitable 
jurisdiction, could permit the sale of the real property. 


Defendant petitioned this Court for a writ of certiorart to the 
North Carolina Court of Appeals to review its decision. We allowed 
the petition on 31 January 1969. 


James O. Cobb for defendant appellant. 


Helms, Mulliss & Johnston by EF. Osborne Ayscue, Jr., for plain- 
tiff appellees. 
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PARKER, C.J. 


This appeal presents two questions for decision: (1) Is the re- 
striction on alienation in the deed creating the charitable trust valid? 
(2) May the court, in the exercise of its equitable jurisdiction, au- 
thorize a sale of the real property in said trust under the facts and 
circumstances shown by the record? We will consider these ques- 
tions in their numerical order. 


[1-3] It is well settled in this jurisdiction that the rule against 
perpetuity does not apply to charitable trusts, and such trusts may 
continue indefinitely. Trust Co. v. Williamson, 228 N.C. 458, 46 S.E. 
2d 104; Penick v. Bank, 218 N.C. 686, 12 S.E. 2d 253; G.S. 36-21. 
Nevertheless, whether the restriction in the Garsed deed was void as 
being a restraint upon alienation presents a more serious question. 
The general rule in North Carolina as to private trusts is that a 
restraint on alienation is against public policy and void. Douglass v. 
Stevens, 214 N.C. 688, 200 S.E. 366: Williams v. Sealy, 201 N.C. 
372, 160 S.E. 452; Trust Co. v. Nicholson, 162 N.C. 257, 78 S.E. 152. 
However, we find little authority in North Carolina on the question 
of whether an absolute restraint on alienation in a gift to a char- 
itable trust is void. 


The Court of Appeals in holding that the restraint in the Garsed 
deed was void relied solely on the case of Hass v. Hass, 195 N.C. 734, 
143 8.E. 541. In that case the Court, in construing a devise by will, 
stated: 


“The second sentence in Item 2 of said will, to wit: ‘It is 
my will that my real estate be not sold, but that the rents and 
profits for ninety-nine years be paid to the authorities afore- 
said for the blind children as aforesaid,’ 1f construed as an at- 
tempt to restrain the alienation of the real estate, devised in 
fee to the defendant, the State School for the Blind and Deaf, 
is of no legal effect and is void in law. Latyumer v. Waddell, 119 
N.C. 370. These words may be construed as merely expressing 
the wish of the testatrix, without any intention on her part to 
affect the title to or estate in the land devised in fee simple to 
defendant, the State Schoo! for the Blind and Deaf, for the use 
and benefit of the indigent children of the State, born blind, of 
the Caucasian race. Springs v. Springs, 182 N.C. 484; Carter v. 
Strickland, 165 N.C. 69. But however these words may be con- 
strued, there was no error in the judgment that said words have 
no legal effect with respect to the title to said real estate de- 
vised to defendant, the State School for the Blind and Deaf. 
The said defendant holds title to the land described in the com- 
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plaint in fee simple as trustee for the indigent children of the 
State, born blind, of the Caucasian race. This is a charitable 
trust and is valid. Ladies Benevolent Society v. Orrel, ante, 
405; Public Laws 1925, ch. 264.” 


An analysis of the cases cited in Hass v. Hass, supra, reveals that 
the decision in both Springs v. Springs, 182 N.C. 484, 109 S.E. 839, 
and Carter v. Strickland, 165 N.C. 69, 80 S.E. 961, is based on the 
proposition that the words used are precatory words, merely ex- 
pressing the wish of the donor rather than words of absolute re- 
straint on alienation. Further, the case of Latumer v. Waddell, 119 
N.C. 370, 26 S.E. 122, referred to a private trust and thus is not 
applicable to the question here posed. We therefore conclude that 
the result in the Hass case turned on the fact that the attempted 
restraint was precatory —a mere wish. 


In Brooks v. Duckworth, 234 N.C. 549, 67 S.. 2d 752, the Court 
seemingly recognizes that charitable trusts are exceptions to the rule 
that a restraint on alienation is void. There the Court, considering a 
charitable trust in which the trustees were prohibited from mortgag- 
ing or disposing of the trust property, said: 


“1, This provision clearly limited the right of the trustees 
mn relation thereto, but would not prevent a court of equity from 
using 1ts power, in a proper case, to modify the terms of the 
trust to the extent necessary to prevent the failure of the trust 
and to effectuate the primary purpose of the trustor. Henshaw 
v. Flenniken, 183 Tenn. 232, 168 A.L.R. 1010, 1022 note.” (Em- 
phasis ours.) 


Since the holdings of this Court on this question are meager and 
somewhat nebulous, we turn to other jurisdictions for enlightenment. 


The general rule is that a condition against alienation in a gift 
for a charitable trust is not invalid or void. Alexander v. House, 183 
Conn. 725, 54 A. 2d 510; Dickenson v. City of Anna, 310 Ill. 222, 141 
N.E. 754; Stubblefield v. Peoples Bank of Bloomington, 406 Ill. 374 
94 N.E. 2d 127; Catholhe Bishop of Chicago v. Afurr, 3 Til. 2d 107, 
120 N.E. 2d 4; Sisters of Mercy of Cedar Rapids v. Lightner, 223 
Towa 1049, 274 N.W. 86; Smart v. Town of Durham, 77 N.H. 56, 86 
A. 821; Mills v. Davison, 54 N.J.E. 659, 385 A. 1072; The Ohio So- 
ciety for Crippled Children and Adults v. McElroy, 175 Ohio St. 49, 
191 N.E. 2d 543; Henshaw v. Flenniken, 183 Tenn. 232, 191 S.W. 2d 
541; Philadelphia v. Girard, 45 Pa. 9; 15 Am. Jur. 2d, Charities, 
Sec. 22. See also Anno: 100 A.L.R. 2d 1208; Quinn v. Peoples Trust 
and Savings Co., 223 Ind. 317, 60 N.E. 2d 281, 157 A.L.R. 885. 
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Since North Carolina recognizes that a donor may create a per- 
petual charitable trust, it would seem strange to deviate from the 
general rule so as to prevent the donor from restraining sale of the 
corpus of such trust. Furthermore, it appears that North Carolina 
has tacitly recognized the right of a donor to restrain alienation of 
property in charitable trusts when it recognizes the right of the 
court, in its equitable jurisdiction, to order the sale of trust prop- 
erty under certain conditions, even when the trust forbids the 
trustee to mortgage or sell. 


[3] We conclude that the Court of Appeals erred in holding that 
the trustee took title in fee simple absolute upon the death of the 
life tenant without restraint or restriction on the power of alien- 
ability. We hold that the trustee took subject to the restrictions on 
alienation contained in the trust instrument. This, however, does not 
alter the end result which is controlled by the answer to the second 
question presented. 


The Court of Appeals in considering the second question for de- 
cision stated: 


“fe. . (C)ourts of equity have jurisdiction to order, and 
in proper cases do order, the alienation of property devised for 
charitable uses. . . . The power is not infrequently exercised 
where conditions change and circumstances arise which make the 
alienation of the property, in whole or in part, necessary or 
beneficial to the administration of the charity. . . . (C)ourts 
of equity have long exercised the jurisdiction to sell property 
devised for charitable uses, where, on account of changed condi- 
tions, the charity would fail or its usefulness would be materially 
impaired without a sale.’ Holton v. Elhott, 193 N.C. 708, 138 
S.E. 3.” 


We agree with this statement. 


[4, 5] There is plenary authority in this jurisdiction to the effect 
that courts in the exercise of their equitable jurisdiction may modify 
the terms of a charitable trust when it appears that some exigency, 
contingency, or emergency not anticipated by the trustor has arisen 
requiring a disregard of a specific provision of the trust in order to 
preserve the trust estate or protect the cestwis. In order to accom- 
plish the ultimate purpose or intent of the trustor, the court may 
order real property sold and reinvested in other property when a 
change in circumstances makes such sale necessary to accomplish 
the purposes of the trust, even though the trust forbids the trustees 
to mortgage or sell the property. Trust Co. v. Johnston, 269 N.C. 


N.C] SPRING TERM 1969 409 





Trust Co. v. CONSTRUCTION Co. 


701, 153 S.E. 2d 449; Cocke v. Duke University, 260 N.C. 1, 131 8.E. 
2d 909; Keesler v. Bank, 256 N.C. 12, 122 S.E. 2d 807; Rex Hospital 
v. Comrs. of Wake, 239 N.C. 312, 79 S.E. 2d 892; Brooks v. Duck- 
worth, supra; Hospital v. Comrs. of Durham, 231 N.C. 604, 58 S.E. 
2d 696; Hospital v. Cone, 231 N.C. 292, 56 S.E. 2d 709; Johnson v. 
Wagner, 219 N.C. 235, 13 S.E. 2d 419; Penck v. Bank, supra; 
Church v. Ange, 161 N.C. 314, 77 S.E. 2389; Bogert, Trusts and 
Trustees, 2d Ed. $ 392, p. 214. 


[6] In the instant case the undisputed evidence shows that be- 
cause of changed conditions not anticipated by the trustor, the trust 
property has become unproductive and that because of such changes 
a sale of the property for reinvestment would preserve the trust and 
accomplish its ultimate purpose. Thus, the Court of Appeals cor- 
rectly held under the facts of this case that the trial court, in the 
exercise of its equitable jurisdiction, could authorize and direct a 
sale of the trust property in order to accomplish the purposes of the 
trust even though the trust instrument forbids such sale. 


Modified and affirmed. 


Bogsitt, J., concurring in result: 


Disposition of this appeal does not require that we decide whether 
the provision that “the party of the second part (the Trustee) shall 
have no power to sell or convey the same (trust property) either 
with or without the consent of the Alexander Home,” 1s valid or void. 
Hence, I would treat the holding by Judge Hasty, and the affirmance 
thereof by the Court of Appeals, as unnecessary to decision and leave 
this question open for consideration and decision in a case where the 
answer thereto will be determinative. 


Since the rule against perpetuities does not apply to charitable 
trusts, no question is presented as to the duration of the trust. The 
question here relates to the validity of the judgment authorizing a 
sale of the subject property free from the trust. The evidence fully 
supports Judge Hasty’s findings to the effect that retention of the 
property by the trustee will defeat rather than effectuate the pur- 
poses of the trust. Under these circumstances, a court of equity may 
order a sale even where the trustor expressly provides that the trust 
property is to be used only for a specified purpose. Brooks v. Duck- 
worth, 234 N.C, 549, 67 S8.E. 2d 752. Hence, Judge Hasty’s judgment 
should be affirmed. 


As to whether the purported absolute restraint on alienation should 
be considered valid or void, I find no authoritative decision in this 
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jurisdiction. In my opinion, neither Hass v. Hass, 195 N.C. 734, 143 
S.E. 541, nor Brooks v. Duckworth, supra, is controlling. 


In Hass, the remainder in fee in 125 acres of land in Catawba 
County was devised to the State School for the Blind and Deaf at 
Raleigh, N. C. The opinion of Connor, J., contains the statement 
that this provision, “if construed as an attempt to restrain the alien- 
ation of the real estate, devised in fee to the defendant, the State 
School for the Blind and Deaf, 1s of no legal effect and is void in 
law.” However, the action did not relate in any way to a sale of any 
part of the trust property by the State School for the Blind and 
Deaf. The judgment simply adjudged that the State School for the 
Blind and Deaf held title to the land as trustee for the indigent 
children of the State, born blind, of the Caucasian race, and that 
the plaintiffs, who were heirs of Mary E. Hass, had no right, interest 
or title in and to any of the property of which the testatrix died 
seized and possessed. 


In Brooks, described real estate was devised to the Board of Trus- 
tees of Haywood Street Baptist Mission “to be used as a Baptist 
Mission, for the purpose of holding religious meetings on week-days 
and Sundays as the trustees may determine, and is to be established 
in memory of O. D. Revell and his wife, Caroline E. Revell.” The 
will provided that “said Board of Trustees cannot mortgage or dis- 
pose of said property.” Manifestly, this purported absolute restraint 
on alienation was made to effectuate testator’s intention that this 
specific property be used solely for the stated purposes and not other- 
wise. Under these circumstances, 1t was held that the trust could be 
modified by a court of equity in a factual situation where such mod- 
ification is necessary to prevent the failure of the trust and to effec- 
tuate the primary purpose of the trustor. 


Decisions in other jurisdictions contain statements to the effect 
that the rule that a restraint on alienation is against public policy 
and void applies to private trusts but not to charitable trusts. Ordi- 
narily, the statement is made without analysis of the sufficiency of 
underlying reasons. If and when the question is necessary to de- 
cision, my present view is that the following distinction should be 
drawn. 


Unless the testator specifically restricts the use of the devised 
property as in Brooks, such devised property is simply a general 
asset of the trust estate and is available to provide income or gains 
to accomplish elsewhere the objects of the charity. In such case, it 
seems to me that all reasons for holding restraints on alienation void 
as against public policy in respect of private trusts apply with equal 
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force. No sale can be made unless authorized by the court in a duly 
constituted proceeding. However, the court’s inquiry would be to de- 
termine simply whether the proposed sale is advantageous to the 
trust estate. On the other hand, if the testator specifically restricts 
the use of the devised property to a precise and limited purpose as 
in Brooks, the court, prerequisite to ordering a sale of the property, 
would have to determine that such sale was necessary to prevent the 
failure of the trust and to effectuate the general purpose of the tes- 
tator. 


In the present case, the Garsed deed was made in 1930. It con- 
tains no provisions whatever that the conveyed land was to be used 
as a site for the Alexander Home. Rather, the provisions indicate 
clearly that the trustee was to manage the property so as to produce 
an income for the Alexander Home. As investment property, it seems 
to me that a purported absolute restraint on alienation should be 
adjudged void as against public policy. In such a situation, there is 
no reason why the trustor should be permitted to impose an obstacle 
upon the sale and conveyance of the property if such sale and con- 
veyance should be deemed appropriate and to the best interest of the 
trust estate. 


SHARP, J., joins in this opinion. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. LEWIS THOMAS ROGERS, JR. 
No. 20 


(Filed 11 July 1969) 


1. Constitutional Law § 29; Criminal Law § 185; Jury § 7—  exclu- 
sion of veniremen opposed to capital punishment 
In this rape prosecution, statement in the record that the State in- 
quired of each prospective juror as to whether he believed in capital 
punishment is insufficient to support an assignment of error to failure of 
the court to quash the indictment on the ground that prospective jurors 
opposed to capital punishment were challenged for cause. 


2. Jury § 6— examination of veniremen as to views on capital punish- 
ment 
It is not error to ask a prospective juror whether he believes in capital 
punishment. 


8. Criminal Law § 161—- necessity for exceptions 
Only assignments of error based on exceptions duly taken are consid- 
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ered, and questions not embraced in an exception duly taken at the frial 
may not be presented on appeal. 


4. Grand Jury § 3— motion to quash-——systematic exclusion of Ne- 
groes — sufficiency of evidence 
In this rape prosecution, the trial court did not err in the denial of 
defendant’s motion to quash the indictment on the ground that Negroes 
were systematically excluded from the grand jury which indicted him, 
where the only evidence in support of the motion is a transcript of testi- 
mony presented upon the same motion in another case, there being no 
evidence that the grand juries in the two cases were the same, and the 
question of systematic exclusion having been decided adversely to defend- 
ant upon appeal of the other case to the Supreme Court. 


5. Indictment and Warrant § 14— motion to quash — systematic ex- 
clusion of Negroes from administration of court system 
Defendant’s motion to quash the indictment on the ground that Negroes 
are systematically excluded from the administration of the court system 
is properly denied where defendant’s evidence shows only that for 34 years 
no Negro has served as judge, solicitor or reporter in the superior court 
of the county, there being no evidence in the record that any Negro has 
sought such positions, or any other administrative position, in the court 
system of the county and been denied on account of race. 


6. Judges § 1; Solicitors— election of judges and solicitors — ap- 
pointment of court reporters 
Superior court judges are elected by the people of the State and so- 
licitors by the voters of the solicitorial districts, G.S. 741, G.S. 743, N. C. 
Const. Art. IV, §§ 7, 16; court reporters are appointed in each judicial 
district by the senior regular resident superior court judge. G.S. 7A-95(e). 


. Constitutional Law § 86— cruel and unusual punishment 
Cruel or unusual punishments are prohibited by Article I, § 14 of the 
Constitution of North Carolina and by the Kighth Amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States which is now applicable to the several 
states, 


ae 


8. Constitutional Law § 86— cruel and unusual punishment — expert 
opinion evidence 
What constitutes cruel or unusual punishment is a question of law for 
the court and is not subject to proof by expert opinion evidence. 


9. Constitutional Law § 86— cruel and unusual punishment 


Punishment which does not exceed the limits fixed by statute cannot be 
classified as cruel and unusual in a constitutional sense unless the punish- 
ment provisions of the statute itself are unconstitutional. 


10. Constitutional Law § 86; Criminal Law § 185; Rape § 7— death 
penalty for rape 


Imposition of the death penalty upon conviction of the crime of rape 
is not unconstitutional per se, 
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11. Constitutional Law § 36; Criminal Law §§ 50, 135— death pen- 


12 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17%. 


alty — cruel and unusual punishment — expert opinion testimony 


In this prosecution for rape, the trial court did not err in refusing to 
allow a witness to give his “expert opinion” that the death penalty con- 
stitutes cruel and unusual punishment and to support his opinion by quo- 
tations from leading authors in the field of criminology and penology, such 
testimony being irrelevant since the determinaticn of what constitutes 
cruel and unusual punishment is a question of law for the court. 


Indictment and Warrant § 14; Criminal Law § 135; Constitutional 
Law § 20-—— motion to quash—death penalty — discrimination 
against Negroes 

In this prosecution for rape, the trial court did not err in the denial of 
defendant’s motion to quash the bill of indictment on the ground the death 
penalty is used in a discriminatory manner against Negroes, thereby de- 
priving defendant of equal protection of the law in violation of the 
Fourteenth Amendment, where defendant’s evidence is merely a collection 
of statistics to the effect that since 1910 more Negroes than whites have 
been sentenced to death and executed in this State for the crime of rape 
and for all capital crimes, the motion as well as the evidence supporting 
it being irrelevant to the validity of the bill of indictment. 


Jury § 5; Grand Jury § 1— jury list taken only from tax records 


The fact that the county commissioners used only the names on the tax 
records in making up the jury list and jury box from which the grand 
and petit juries were chosen and did not also use “a list of names of per- 
sons who do not appear on the tax lists” as directed by G.S. 9-1 does not 
show racial discrimination in the selection of prospective jurors. 


Jury § 3— qualifications for jurors 


Absent discrimination by race or other identifiable group or class, a 
State is at liberty to prescribe such qualifications for jurors as it deems 
proper without offending the Fourteenth Amendment. 


Indictment and Warrant § 2; Grand Jury §§ 1, 3— grand jurors 
chosen only from tax list — validity of indictment 

Failure of county commissioners to include as source material for the 
jury list not only the tax records but also “a list of names of persons who 
do not appear upon the tax lists” as authorized by G.S. 9-1 does not void 
a bill of indictment returned by a grand jury drawn from a jury box so 
composed, the provisions of the statute being directory and not mandatory. 


Jury § 5; Grand Jury § 1; Constitutional Law § 29— jury list 
containing only names of property owners 

The use of a jury box containing only the names of property owners is 
not per se discriminatory as to race and does not unfairly narrow the 
choice of jurors so as to impinge defendant’s statutory or constitutional 
rights. 


Criminal Law § 32— capacity of infants to commit crime — com- 
mon law presumptions 


At common law, infants under seven years of age were conclusively 
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presumed incapable of crime, between ages seven and fourteen rebuttably 
presumed incapable, and those over fourteen were presumptively capable; 
in case of rape, the common law presumption of incapacity was conclusive 
to age fourteen. 


Criminal Law § 32— infants 14 years old and over — capacity to 
commit crime — presumptions 

Unless otherwise provided by statute, infants of the age of fourteen 
and over are not entitled to any presumption of incapacity. 


Courts § 15— 14 year old minor charged with capital felony — ju- 
risdiction of juvenile court and superior court 

The juvenile department of the superior court is without jurisdiction 
where the charge is a capital felony and the offender is fourteen years of 
age and over, such offender being subject to indictment and trial in the 
superior court. G.S. 110-21 et seq. 


Criminal Law § 5— low mentality — defense to crime 


Low mentality in itself is no defense to a criminal charge, and the ex- 
clusion of evidence of low mentality is not error. 


Criminal Law § 5—- test of criminal responsibility 
The test of accountability does not depend on intelligence, education or 
general mental capacity. 


Criminal Law § 5— test of mental responsibility 

The true test of mental responsibility in this State is whether defend- 
ant has the ability to distinguish right from wrong at the time and 
with respect to the matter under consideration. 


. Indictment and Warrant § 14; Criminal Law §§ 5, 18— motion to 
quash — 14 year old boy charged with rape — low mentality 

In this prosecution for rape, the trial court did not err in the denial) 
of defendant’s motion to quash the indictment on the ground that he was 
only 14 years of age at the time of the alleged crime and had an I.Q. of 
only 63. 


Constitutional Law § 82; Criminal Law § 66— lineup identifica- 
tion — right to counsel 


United States Supreme Court decisions relating to the right of an 
accused to be represented by counsel at a lineup are inapplicable to a case 
in which the lineup occurred prior to June 12, 1967, the date of those de- 
cisions. 


Constitutional Law § 30; Criminal Law § 66— _ lineup procedure 
— totality of circumstances test —— due process 


Judged by the totality of the circumstances, the conduct of identification 
procedures at a police lineup may be so unnecessarily suggestive and con- 
ducive to irreparable mistaken identification as to constitute a denial of 
due process, thus rendering inadmissible evidence that a witness identified 
the accused at the lineup or any in-court identification by witnesses who 
viewed the lineup unless the State shows on voir dire that the in-court 
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identification is of independent origin and not the result of the illegal 
out-of-court confrontation. 


26. Constitutional Law § 30; Criminal Law § 66— _ lineup procedure 
— totality of circumstances — due process 
In this rape prosecution wherein the victim had informed police that 
her assailant had a men’s leather belt hanging around his neck during the 
assault, lineup confrontation at which defendant was the only participant 
who had a belt hanging around his neck was not unnecessarily suggestive 
so as to violate due process, where the belt was worn voluntarily by de 
fendant at the time of his arrest and during the lineup and its presence 
cannot be attributed to the officers, and where prosecutrix gave police a 
detailed description of her assailant which fits the actual appearance of 
defendant, prosecutrix showed no hesitancy in her identification of de- 
fendant, the lineup occurred only some 24 hours after the crime and the 
other lineup participants physically resembled defendant. 


27. Criminal Law § 42— clothing worn by rape victim -—— admissibility 

In this prosecution for rape, articles of clothing identified as worn by 

the victim at the time the crime was committed are properly admitted into 
evidence. 


28. Constitutional Law §§ 21, 33; Criminal Law §8§ 42, 84— clothing 
taken from defendant for analysis 


In this rape prosecution, no right of defendant, constitutional or other- 
wise, was violated when a police officer required him to surrender for 
examination and analysis the pants worn by him at the time of his ar- 
rest, and the pants are competent to be admitted into evidence. 


29, Criminal Law § 169— objection to admission of evidence — like 
evidence thereafter admitted without objection 


In this rape prosecution, objection to testimony as to identification of 
shoes allegedly worn by defendant on the night of the crime is waived 
where testimony of the same import was thereafter admitted without ob- 
jection. 


ApprEAL by defendant from Bailey, J., at the August 28, 1967, 
Criminal Session, DurHamM Superior Court. 


Criminal prosecution upon a bill of indictment charging defend- 
ant with the crime of rape on Mrs. Edna Meachum. The jury re- 
turned a verdict of guilty as charged with a recommendation of life 
imprisonment. From judgment ia accordance therewith defendant 
gave notice of appeal to the Supreme Court. M. C. Burt, Jr., his 
court-appointed counsel, neglected to perfect said appeal and, after 
reprimand, was removed as counsel and Attorney W. P. Whichard 
was appointed in his stead. Petition for certiorari to the Superior 
Court of Durham County as a substitute for appeal under Rule 34, 
Rules of Practice in the Supreme Court, was thereupon filed on be- 
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half of defendant and allowed by order of this Court in conference 
on 11 February 1969. 


The State’s evidence tends to show that Mrs. Edna Meachum, 
twenty-nine years old, lives with her mother at 826 N. Mangum 
Street in Durham. On January 14, 1967, she left home at 7:30 p.m., 
going uptown to meet a girl friend and then to the movies. She was 
wearing a skirt and blouse, low-heeled shoes, and an all-weather coat. 
As she walked up Mangum Strect, she saw three colored boys walk- 
ing toward her. Before reaching her they turned and began walking 
in the same direction she was going. Two walked very slowly and the 
third ran on ahead. Mrs. Meachum began walking faster so as to 
pass the two in front of the Curb Market where people were stand- 
ing. She crossed Hunt Street walking fast. Just as she reached the 
other side of the S & H Green Stamp Store she heard something hit 
the sidewalk, turned to look and saw her assailant standing behind 
her. She had never seen him before and did not know his name. As 
she turned to look he put his left arm around her neck. She asked 
him what he wanted and he replied, “You know what I want.” He 
started dragging her backwards across the parking lot. She began 
screaming and he struck her on the head two or three times with his 
fist and said, “I am going to kill you if you don’t quit screaming.” 
He had a belt around his neck and she was afraid he might use it 
to choke her. When he got to the rear of the store building he told 
her he had a gun and was going to kill her. He said, “I am going to 
get what I want and then I am going to kill you,” and she kept cry- 
ing and begging him to let her go. There was no one else in the vi- 
cinity. The Stamp Store was closed at that time. There was a street 
lamp at the front of the store but it was dark behind the building. 


Mrs. Meachum lost her balance while being forced backwards. 
Her foot caught on a rock at the rear of the store and she fell over 
backwards on muddy ground with her assailant on top of her. He 
kept telling her to be quiet, to shut up, that he was going to kill her. 
He had sexual relations with her forcibly and against her will. While 
still on top of her he demanded her money. She removed $3.00 — all 
she had — irom her pocketbook and gave it to him. He then got up, 
ran to the bottom of the bank and stood there looking back at her. 
Mrs. Meachum arose quickly, found her shoes which were lost in the 
scuffle, and ran around to the parking lot. She then ran up the street 
to the police department and reported the incident. Her coat was 
muddy, her hair and clothing wet. She told the police her assailant 
was a young colored male with smooth skin, hair cut short, dressed 
in a dark blue jacket and dark pants and had a men’s leather belt 
looped loosely and hanging around his neck. 
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The following day, January 15, 1967, at about 7:00 p.m., Mrs. 
Meachum returned to the police station on request to view four 
young colored boys, including defendant. One boy was taller than 
the defendant. The other two were about his size. One had on a dark 
navy blue jacket and a pair of dark trousers. One was wearing a 
dark sweater. Defendant was dressed in a shirt and dungaree-type 
pants, which made him look a little different, and had a belt hanging 
around his neck. Mrs. Meachum viewed the four boys through a two- 
way glass window and identified defendant as the person who had 
raped her the previous evening. 


After conducting a voir dire in the absence of the jury, during 
which evidence for both the State and the defendant was heard, in- 
cluding Dr. Bruce Kyles’ report set out in the next paragraph, the 
trial judge found that the lineup was fairly and legally conducted 
and the evidence relating to defendant’s identification admissible. 
Mrs. Meachum then identified defendant in court before the jury as 
noted in the opinion. 


Pending trial, on motion of court-appointed counsel, defendant 
was committed to Cherry Hospital at Goldsboro for a 60-day obser- 
vation period. The clinical summary describes defendant as an alert, 
pleasant lad oriented in all areas with an I.Q. of 59— moderate 
mental deficiency. This summary further reveals that from October 
1962 to April 1966-—or from age 11 to 14 — defendant had been ar- 
rested nine times for such things as store breaking, taking money, 
taking merchandise, and assault and battery. Defendant reluctantly 
admitted this history after initially stating that the present rape 
case was the only trouble he had ever had with the law. The diag- 
nosis is “mental deficiency, moderate degree, with behavioral dis- 
turbance, code #6113.” Dr. Kyles thereupon returned defendant to 
court as able to stand trial, stating, “It is the carefully considered 
opinion of the medical staff at Cherry Hospital that Lewis Thomas 
Rogers, Jr., 1s able to plead to the bill of indictment against him. He 
knows right from wrong, 1s aware of the nature and probable conse- 
quences of the offense with which he is charged, and in our opinion 
is able to consult with counsel in the preparation of his defense.” 


Dr. Norman Bowles did a pelvic examination on Mrs. Meachum 
on the evening of January 14, in the Emergency Department at Watts 
Hospital. A wet smear from the vagina showed the presence of live 
male sperm. Mrs. Meachum had mud in her hair and on her shoulder 
and an abrasion on the right shoulder. She was upset and was ad- 
mitted to the hospital until the following day. 


William S. Best, a chemist with the SBI for twelve years, re- 
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celved Mrs. Meachum’s coat and defendant’s shoes from Officer 
Hicks, and took them to Dr. Buol at the Soil Science Department at 
North Carolina State University. He later received them back from 
Dr. Buol and returned them to Officer Hicks. They were offered and 
allowed in evidence over defendant’s objection. 


Dr. Stanley W. Buol, an expert in the field of soil analysis and 
soil science, testified without objection that three soil samples — one 
from the coat and one from each shoe — were carbon copies of each 
other and, in his opinion, certainly came from the same site. 


Evidence for the defendant: Leo Kimball testified that between 
7:00 and 7:30 p.m. on Saturday night, January 14, 1967, he picked 
defendant up at the corner of Canal and Roxboro Streets in Durham, 
drove to the corner of Roxboro and Dowd Streets where he picked 
up Sammy Melvin and James Green, and then drove to a clubhouse 
on Todd Street in Millgrove; that the four of them remained at said 
elub until! 11:00 p.m., when he drove back to North Durham and 
put defendant off on the corner of Canal and Roxboro. Evidence to 
the same effect was given by James Green and Samuel Melvin. 
These three witnesses each denied being a member of a gang known 
as the “Hunt Street Angels.” Green and Melvin stated they had heard 
of the group but did not belong to it. Melvin stated that some of the 
“Hunt Street Angels” wore belts around their necks at times; that 
he had seen them walking two at a time with belts around their 
necks; and that he had seen defendant wear a belt around his neck 
although defendant did not have a belt there on the night they went 
to the club on Todd Street. 


Defendant offered a certificate of his birth showing birthdate of 
February 2, 1952. 


Mrs. Miriam Clifford, a school psychologist employed by the 
Education Improvement Program of Duke University, testified that 
she works primarily with the public schools; that she did a mental 
and intelligence examination on defendant at the request of his 
mother in June 1966; that defendant made a score indicating an 
I.Q. of 68, which places him in the lowest two percent of the popu- 
lation; that his I.Q. will not likely improve with age; that the tests 
she gave have nothing directly to do with whether defendant is sane 
or not sane; that she saw no evidence of mental illness and has no 
evidence at all on whether he knew right from wrong because she 
has no way of making a judgment. 


Defendant did not testify in his own behalf. 
Officer McCrea, in rebuttal, testified that the witness Sammy 
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Melvin told him that on Saturday night, the [4th of January, he, 
the defendant, and Melvin’s brother had been to the West End and 
had walked back to Hunt Street; that the three of them then parted 
and Lewis Rogers went back in the direction of the City of Durham, 
going south on Mangum Street, and that he never saw defendant any 
more that night; that it was about 7:00 or 7:30 p.m. when he and 
defendant parted there on Mangum Street. 


Other evidence pertinent to discussion of the various assignments 
of error is, to avoid repetition, omitted here and will be noted in the 
opinion. 


Willis P. Whichard, Attorney for defendant appellant. 


Robert Morgan, Attorney General, and Ralph Moody, Deputy 
Attorney General, for the State. 


Huskins, J. 


[1-3] Defendant moved to quash the bill of indictment on the 
ground that jurors opposed to capital punishment were challenged 
for cause, asserting that it was error to permit individual jurors to 
be questioned as to their belief in capital punishment. The record 
contains the following entry with respect to selection of the jury: 
“Immediately prior to the presentation of the State’s evidence, the 
jury was duly selected as required by law. During the interrogation 
of the individual jurors the State inquired of each juror: ‘Do you 
believe in capital punishment in certain cases as provided by law?’ ” 
No objection was made and no exception taken to the manner in 
which the jury was selected. The record fails to show how many 
prospective jurors, if any, were excused for cause -— any cause. It is 
not error to ask a prospective juror whether he believes in capital} 
punishment. State v. Atkinson, 275 N.C. 288, 167 S.E. 2d 241. Even 
Witherspoon v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 510, 20 L. Ed. 2d 776, 88 S. Ct. 
1770, does not prohibit the question. This assignment has nothing of 
record to support it. Only assignments of error based on exceptions 
duly taken are considered. Langley v. Langley, 268 N.C. 415, 150 
S.E. 2d 764; State v. Ferebee, 266 N.C. 606, 146 S.E. 2d 666; State 
v. Mallory, 266 N.C. 31, 145 S.E. 2d 335, cert. den., 384 U.S. 928, 
16 L. Ed. 2d 531, 86 8. Ct. 1443. Questions not embraced in an excep- 
tion duly taken at the trial may not be presented on appeal. Wilson 
v. Wilson, 263 N.C. 88, 1388 S.E. 2d 827; Freight Lines v. Burlington 
Mills and Brooks v. Burlington Mills, 246 N.C. 148, 97 S.E. 2d 850; 
Terrace, Inc. v. Indemnity Co., 241 N.C. 478, 85 S.E. 2d 677. 


[4] Defendant moved to quash the bill of indictment on the ground 
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that Negroes were systematically excluded from the grand jury which 
indicted him. In support of the motion, the court reporter at defend- 
ant’s request read into the record in this case the testimony of J. M. 
Mangum and Murray Upchurch taken April 10, 1967, before Judge 
Carr in another case entitled “State v. Edward Theodore Ray,’ the 
same motion having been made in that case. There is no further evi- 
dence in this record to support this motion. At the conclusion of the 
reading of the evidence of these two witnesses, the motion was denied 
and defendant assigns this ruling of the court as error. 


This assignment has no merit. There is no evidence to show that 
the grand jury in the Ray case and the grand jury which returned 
the bill of indictment in this case were one and the same. If we as- 
sume the same grand jury acted in both cases, the question of sys- 
tematic exclusion of Negroes from said grand jury was fully con- 
sidered in State v. Ray, 274 N.C. 556, 164 S.E. 2d 457, and decided 
adversely to defendant. The assignment is therefore overruled. 


{5, 6] Defendant moved to quash the bill of indictment on the 
ground that Negroes are systematically excluded from the adminis- 
tration of the court system. In support of the motion he examined 
Sheriff J. M. Mangum who testified that for thirty-four years no 
Negro superior court judge has presided over Durham County Su- 
perior Court; that no Negro solicitor has prosecuted the criminal 
docket; and that no Negro court reporter has served in said court. 
Defendant contends this deprived him of a fair trial but offers no 
specifics in that respect. 


Superior court Judges in North Carolina are elected by the people 
of the State and solicitors by the voters of the solicitorial district. 
G.S. 7-41; GS. 7-48; N. C. Const. art. IV, secs. 7, 16. Court re- 
porters are appointed in each judicial district by the senior regular 
resident superior court judge. G.S. 7A-95(e). Eligible persons of all 
races may be candidates or applicants for these positions. There is 
no evidence in the record that any Negro has sought these positions, 
or any other administrative position, in the court system of Durham 
County and been denied on account of race. This assignment is de- 
void of merit and therefore overruled. 


[11] Defendant sought to elicit from V. L. Bounds, Director of 
Prisons for North Carolina, his “expert opinion” that the death pen- 
alty constitutes cruel and unusual punishment and to support his 
opinion by quotations from leading authors in the field of criminology 
and penology. The Court refused to allow it and held that the death 
penalty is not cruel and unusual punishment per se. Defendant as- 
serts error. 
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[7] Cruel or unusual punishments are prohibited by Article I, 
Section 14, of the Constitution of North Carolina and by the Eighth 
Amendment to the Constitution of the United States which is now 
applicable to the several states. Robinson v. Californa, 370 US. 
660, 8 L. Ed. 2d 758, 82 8. Ct. 1417, reh. den. 871 U.S. 905, 9 L. Ed. 
2d 166, 83 S. Ct. 202. 


{8, 9] What constitutes cruel and unusual punishment is a ques- 
tion of law for the court and not subject to proof by expert opinion 
evidence. When punishment does not exceed the limits fixed by stat- 
ute it cannot be classified as cruel and unusual in a constitutional 
sense (State v. Davis, 267 N.C. 126, 147 8.E. 2d 570; State v. Bruce, 
268 N.C. 174, 150 S.E. 2d 216; State v. Greer, 270 N.C. 148, 153 S.E. 
2d 849), unless the punishment provisions of the statute itself are 
unconstitutional. State v. Bruce, supra; State v. Robinson, 271 N.C. 
448, 156 S.E. 2d 864. 


[10] GS. 14-21 in pertinent part provides that “[e]very person 
who is convicted of ravishing and carnally knowing any female of 
the age of twelve years or more by force and against her will 

shall suffer death: Provided, if the jury shall so recommend at the 
time of rendering its verdict in open court, the punishment shall be 
imprisonment for life in the State’s prison, and the court shall so 
instruct the jury.” Here, the Jury so recommended and defendant was 
sentenced to life imprisonment. The sentence does not exceed the 
limit fixed by statute. The death penalty, or its alternative when the 
jury so recommends, is not prohibited as cruel and unusual in the 
constitutional sense, and its imposition upon conviction of the crime 
of rape is not unconstitutional per se. State v. Yoes and Hale v. 
State, 271 N.C. 616, 157 S.E. 2d 386. 


[11] In Trop v. Dulles, 356 U.S. 86, 2 L. Ed. 2d 630, 78 S. Ct. 
590, the Supreme Court of the United States said: “Whatever the 
arguments may be against capital punishment, both on moral grounds 
and in terms of accomplishing the purposes of punishment — and 
they are forceful —-the death penalty has been employed throughout 
our history, and, in a day when it is still widely accepted, 1t cannot 
be said to violate the constitutional concept of cruelty.” It follows 
that an expert opinion and quotations from authors on criminology 
and penology are completely irrelevant. This assignment is over- 
ruled. 


[12] Defendant moved to quasa the bill on the ground the death 
penalty is used in a discriminatory manner against Negroes thereby 
depriving defendant of the equal protection of the law in violation 
of the Fourteenth Amendment. In support of this motion defendant 
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elicited from J. D. Wilson, Supervisor of Consolidated Records Sec- 
tion, State Prison Department, testimony to the effect that in North 
Carolina 110 Negroes and 17 whites have been sentenced to death 
for the crime of rape since 1910; that 66 Negroes and 5 whites have 
been executed; that the death sentence of 38 Negro and 9 white de- 
fendants were commuted to life imprisonment; that 66% of all Ne- 
groes and 33% of all whites sentenced to death for rape are executed; 
that since 1910 the total number of executions for all capital crimes 
in North Carolina is as follows: 73 white males, 282 Negro males, 2 
Negro females and 5 Indian males, for a total of 362; that aside 
from the report which the witness read, he doesn’t know how many 
Negroes and whites have been convicted for rape and life sentences 
imposed; that the report deals only with death sentences; that he has 
no figures revealing the number of rapes committed by Negroes as 
compared to the number committed by whites, but according to the 
report from which the figures are taken, many more rapes were com- 
mitted by Negroes than by members of the white race. 


The foregoing evidence is wholly ineffective on the question posed 
by this motion. It is merely a collection of statistics and nothing 
more. The motion itself is a non sequitur. Its fallacious rationale 
seems to be that since a certain percentage of white criminals com- 
mit rape and go unpunished it invalidates the law against rape and 
licenses a proportionate number of Negroes in that field. The motion 
as well as the evidence supporting it is totally irrelevant to the va- 
lidity of the bill of indictment. 


Defendant’s motion to quash the bill of indictment on the ground 
that non-property owners were systematically excluded from the jury 
list in Durham County was denied, and defendant assigns same as 
error. 


Artical I, Section 13, of the Constitution of North Carolina re- 
quires “a jury of good and lawful persons.” The Sixth Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States specifies a right to trial “by 
an impartial jury.” And the Fourteenth Amendment provides that 
no State shall deprive any person of his life, liberty or property 
“without due process of law.” 


[13-15] The record shows that the County Commissioners of Dur- 
ham County used only the names on the tax records in making up 
the jury list and the jury box from which was drawn the grand jury 
and petit jury in this case. The fact that the commissioners did not 
also use “a list of names of persons who do not appear on the tax 
lists” as directed by G.S. 9-1 does not show racial discrimination in 
the selection of prospective jurors. State v. Brown, 233 N.C. 202, 63 
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S.E. 2d 99. Absent discrimination by race or other identifiable group 
or class, a State is at liberty to prescribe such qualifications for 
jurors as it deems proper without offending the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment. Miller v. State, 2837 N.C. 29, 74 S.E. 2d 513; State v. Knight, 
269 N.C. 100, 152 S.E. 2d 179; Hubanks v. Lowsiana, 356 U.S. 584, 
2 L. Ed. 2d 991, 78 S. Ct. 970. Prior to 1947, G.S. 9-1 provided that 
the tax returns of the county for the preceding year should consti- 
tute the source irom which the jury list should be taken. No other 
source Was prescribed. When women became eligible to serve on 
juries by adoption of a constitutional amendment the previous year, 
the statute was amended to include as source material not only the 
tax returns but also ‘‘a list of names of persons who do not appear 
upon the tax lists, who are residents of the county and over twenty- 
one years of age. . . .” Chapter 1007, Session Laws of 1947; State 
v. Brown, supra (233 N.C. 202, 63 3.1. 2d 99). Failure to use this 
additional authorized list, however, does not affect the legality of 
the jury. The previsions of the statute m that respect are directory 
and not mandatory in the absence ef bad faith or corruption, and 
neither is suggested licre. State v. Yoes and Hale v. State, supra (271 
N.C. 616, 157 S.E. 2d 386); State v. Brown, supra; State v. Mallard, 
184 N.C. 667, 114 S.E. 17, and cases there cited. Hence, nonecompli- 
ance with a procedure merely directory for the preparation of the 
jury list does not void a bill of indictment returned by a grand jury 
drawn from a jury box so composed. State v. Yoes and Hale v. State, 
supra. 


{16] We adhere to precedent long established in this State and 
hold that use of a jury box containing only the names of property 
owners Was not per se discriminatory as to race and did not unfairly 
narrow the choice of jurors so es to impinge defendant’s statutory 
or constitutional rights. Brown v. Allen, 344 US. 448, 97 L. Ed. 469, 
73 S. Ct. 397. This assignment of error is therefore overruled. 


[23] Defendant moved to quash the bill of indictment on the 
ground that he was only fourteen years of age at the time of the 
alleged crime and had an I.Q. of 63. Denial of the motion is assigned 
as error. 


In support of the motion defendant offered his birth certificate 
which showed he was born February 2, 1952, and thus was fourteen 
years, eleven months and twelve days of age on January 14, 1967 
—the date Mrs. Meachum was allegedly raped. He also offered the 
testimony of Mrs. Miriam Clifford, a school psychologist, to the ef- 
fect that he had an I1.Q. of 63 which placed him in the lowest 2% of 
the population. 
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[17] At common law, infants under seven vears of age were con- 
clusively presumed incapable of crime, between ages seven and four- 
teen rebuttably presumed incapable, and those over fourteen were 
presumptively capable. 21 Am. Jur. 2d, Criminal Law, Sec. 27; Allen 
v. United States, 150 U.S. 551, 37 L. Ed. 1179, 14 8. Ct. 196; State v. 
Yeargan, 117 N.C. 706, 28 S.E. 153. In cases of rape, the common 
law presumption of incapacity was conclusive to age fourteen. “In 
England, it was accepted as a fact that a child under fourteen had 
not the physical capacity to commit the offense, and it was therefore 
held from an early day that the presumption of incapacity was con- 
clusive, and this rule prevails in a few jurisdictions in the United 
States. In most of the states, however, on account of the great di- 
versity of climate, race, habit, and the condition in life, which largely 
influence the physical condition and affect development, the rule 
adopted is that while there is a presumption of physical incapacity 
as to all boys under the age of fourteen, this is merely a prima facie 
presumption, subject to be rebutted by proof. It is well known that 
in some portions of this country instances of puberty among boys 
under fourteen years are not uncommon, and to adopt the rule which 
exists in countries where the climate, condition, and habits of the 
people are different, and the population mostly of one race, would be 
a departure from reason and good sense, and would afford immunity 
to a large number of persons capable of committing rape, or who have 
actually committed it, and thus in many instances defeat the ends of 
justice.” 44 Am. Jur., Rape, Sec. 31; Gordon v. State, 93 Ga. 531, 21 
S.E. 54. 


[18] Unless otherwise provided by statute, infants of the age of 
fourteen and over are not entitled to any presumption of incapacity. 
Allen v. United States, supra. They are presumed capable of crime 
and are practically adults in the eyes of the law. Colley v. State, 179 
Tenn. 651, 169 S.W. 2d 848, cert. den. 320 U.S. 766, 88 L. Ed. 457, 
64 8. Ct. 71; Cochran v. Peeler, 209 Miss. 394, 47 So. 2d 806; Clay 
v. State, 143 Fla. 204, 196 So. 462 (holding that one could be con- 
victed and executed for murder committed at age fourteen); State 
v. Smith, 213 N.C. 299, 195 S.E. 819. 


[19] The juvenile court, as a separate part of the superior court, 
was established by Chapter 97, Session Laws of 1919, now codified as 
G.S. 110-21, et seq. Construing the provisions of those statutes in 
State v. Burnett, 179 N.C. 7385, 102 S.E. 711, it was held that: (1) 
a child under fourteen years of age is no longer indictable as a crim- 
inal but must be dealt with as a ward of the State; (2) a child be- 
tween fourteen and sixteen years of age, and as to felonies when the 
punishment cannot exceed ten years, may, if the case be of a nature 
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to require it, be bound over to the next term of the superior court 
to be prosecuted under the criminal law pertaining to the charge; 
and (3) a child fourteen years of age and over, in case of felonies in 
which the punishment may be more than ten years, is in all in- 
stances subject to prosecution as in case of adults. Thus where the 
charge is a capital felony, as here, the juvenile department of the 
superior court is without jurisdiction, and the offender, fourteen 
years of age and over is subject to indictment and trial in the su- 
perior court. See State v. Smith, 213 N.C. 299, 195 S.E. 819, where 
the defendant, slightly over fifteen years of age, was tried and con- 
victed in the superior court for the crime of rape and his sentence of 
death upheld. 


(20-23] It has been held that low mentality in itself is no defense 
to a criminal charge. State v. Jackson, 846 Mo. 474, 142 S.W. 2d 465. 
Evidence of low mentality is irrelevant and its exclusion is not er- 
ror. State v. Jenkins, 208 N.C. 740, 182 S.E. 824; State v. Scales, 242 
N.C. 400, 87 S.E. 2d 916. The test of accountability does not depend 
on intelligence, education, or general mental capacity. Young uv. 
State, Fla., 140 So. 2d 97 (evidence that defendant had very low 
1.Q. was excluded as immaterial). The true test of mental responsi- 
bility in North Carolina and in a majority of American jurisdictions 
is whether defendant has the ability to distinguish right from wrong 
at the time and with respect to the matter under investigation. State 
v. Willts, 255 N.C. 473, 121 8.E. 2d 854; State v. Scales, supra; State 
v. Grayson, 239 N.C. 4538, 80 S.E. 2d 387; Leland v. Oregon, 343 
U.S. 790, 96 L. Ed. 1802, 72 8S. Ct. 1002, reh. den. 344 U.S. 848, 97 L. 
Ed. 659, 73 8. Ct. 4. Measured by these principles, this assignment 
has no merit and is overruled. 


Defendant assigns as error the admission of evidence regarding 
his in-custody lineup identification. 


[24] The rules established for in-custody lineup identification by 
United States v. Wade, 388 U.S. 218, 18 L. Ed. 2d 1149, 87 S. Ct. 
1926, and Gilbert v. California, 388 U.S. 268, 18 L. Ed. 2d 1178, 87 
S. Ct. 1951 (both decided June 12, 1967), include the constitutional 
right to the presence of counsel at the lineup and, when counsel 1s 
not present, (1) render inadmissible the testimony of witnesses that 
they had identified the accused et the lineup, and (2) render inad- 
missible the in-court identification of the accused by a lineup wit- 
ness unless it is first determined on voir dire that the in-court iden- 
tification is of independent origin and thus not tainted by the illegal 
lineup. State v. Wright, 274 N.C. 84, 161 S.E. 2d 581. Wade and 
Gilbert do not apply retroactively, however, and affect only cases 
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involving lineups for identification purposes conducted after June 
12, 1967. Stovall v. Denno, 388 US. 298, 18 L. Ed. 2d 1199, 87 S. 
Ct. 1967. 


The lineup in this case was conducted on January 15, 1967. Hence 
the rules established by Wade and Gilbert do not apply. Even so, 
Stovall states that the totality of circumstances may show the use 
of lineup procedures “so unnecessarily suggestive and conducive to 
irreparable mistaken identification” as to be a denial of due process 
of law under the Fourteenth Amendment. Defendant contends he 
was the victim of such a suggestive lineup procedure. 


[25] The Fourteenth Amendment declares that no State shall “de- 
prive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of 
law. . . .” Since Mapp v. Ohio, 3867 U.S. 648, 6 L. Ed. 2d 1081, 81 
S. Ct. 1684 (1961), “[e]vidence unconstitutionally obtained is ex- 
cluded in both state and federal courts as an essential to due process 
—not as a rule of evidence but as a matter of constitutional law.” 
State v. Colson, 274 N.C. 295, 306, 163 S.E. 2d 376, 384. With respect 
to lineups, the test of due process prior to Stovall was whether the 
procedures employed offended fundamental standards of decency, 
fairness, and justice. Hochin v. California, 342 U.S. 165, 96 L. Ed. 
188, 72 8. Ct. 205, 25 A.L.R. 2d 1896 (1952). This is still the test 
enlarged only by the right to presence of counsel at the lineup. If a 
consideration of the total circumstances reveals pretrial identifica- 
tion procedures unnecessarily suggestive and conducive to irrepar- 
able mistaken identification, such procedures would manifestly of- 
fend fundamental standards of decency, fairness and justice and 
amount to a denial of due process of law. Was the lineup in this 
case conducted in such fashion? If so, evidence that the witness iden- 
tified the accused at the lineup is evidence illegally obtained and 
thus inadmissible as a matter of constitutional law. Foster v. Cal- 
fornia, 394 U.S. 440, 22 L. Ed. 2d 402, 89 S. Ct. 1127 (decided April 
1, 1969). Furthermore, in-court identification by witnesses who view 
such a lineup must be excluded unless the State shows on voir dire 
that the in-court identification is af independent origin and not the 
result of the illegal out-of-court confrontation. United States v. 
Wade, supra; State v. Wright, supra. 


[26] Let us look at the evidence. At the police station on the night 
of January 14 following the attack upon her, Mrs. Meachum told the 
officers her assailant was a young colored male with very smocth 
skin who did not need a shave, dark skinned, hair cut short, wearing 
a blue jacket and dark trousers and had a belt around his neck — 
looped, just hanging around his neck. She gave this description to 
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Detective Hicks in the presence of Detectives Leathers and McCrea. 
The following day these officers went out, talked to people in the 
neighborhood and brought in two young colored boys who resembled 
the description given police, Mrs. Meachum, who had returned to the 
police station, viewed them and exonerated them. The officers took 
these two boys home. Twenty minutes later defendant and three 
other colored boys, to wit, Otis Pipkins, age 16, Lonnie Williams, 
age 15, and Bobby Brown, age 16, were picked up at 115 Hunt Street 
and brought to the police station. Defendant was wearing a shirt and 
dungaree-type pants and had an ordinary men’s belt looped around 
his neck. One of the other boys had on a dark navy blue jacket and 
a pair of dark trousers. One had on a dark sweater. Pipkins and Wil- 
liams and defendant were the same size, although one was somewhat 
darker than defendant. Brewn was a little taller. All four “kinda fit 
the description” given the officers by Mrs. Meachum. 


These four suspects were placed in a room, and Mrs. Meachum 
viewed them on request of the officers. The clothing worn by the sus- 
peets remained unchanged. Nothing had been added and nothing had 
been removed when Mrs. Meachum first looked at them. Then one 
of the officers asked defendant to put on the blue jacket worn by one 
of the other boys, and Mrs. Meackum viewed the four of them again. 
She viewed the suspeets through a two-way mirror. No one prompted 
her. She testified on voir dire and before the jury as follows: “I told 
Detective Hicks I was pretty sure that he [defendant] was the one. 

. . I do not have any doubts about this individual being the one 
that assaulted me. He didn’t have on tlie clothes that he had on the 
night before and that made him look a little different. J wont ever 
forget his face. He had the belt hanging around his neck. I did see 
him another time. He put—they put the clothes back on that he 
had on the night before. They told him to, I guess, and I went back 
and saw him. I did not have any trouble identifying him that time. 
I was positive. I have never been doubtful about my identification. 
. . . I pointed him out before they had put the clothes on him and 
then after they put the clothes on him there was no doubt about it.” 


Judged by the totality of these circumstances, was this lineup “* 
unnecessarily suggestive and conducive to irreparable mistaken iden- 
tification” that it offended fundamental standards of decency, fair- 
ness and justice and thus denicd due process of law to this defend- 
ant? Let us examine the circumstances which have been the basis for 
judicial answer in other cases. 


In Umited States ex rel. Geralds v. Deegan, 292 F. Supp. 968, the 
victims, who had previously described the robber as a Negro, were 
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summoned to the police station to view a suspect twenty days after 
the robbery and presented with one Negro man in custody of a white 
officer. They identified the suspect in each other’s presence when he, 
still alone and without others for image or voice comparison, donned 
the robber’s porkpie hat and spoke the words ‘‘Where’s the money?” 
Held: Such pretrial confrontation was unnecessarily and unfairly 
suggestive and conducive to mistaken identification amounting to 
denial of due process. 


In Foster v. California, supra (3894 U.S. 440, 22 L. Ed. 2d 402, 89 
S. Ct. 1127), Foster was charged with the armed robbery of a West- 
ern Union Office. The only witness to the crime was Joseph David, 
the manager. After Foster had been arrested, David was called to 
the police station to view a lineup consisting of Foster, six feet tall, 
and two short men, five feet, five or six inches tall. Foster wore a 
leather jacket similar to the one David had seen underneath the 
coveralls worn by the robber. After seeing this lineup David could 
not positively identify Foster. David asked to speak to Foster alone 
and did so. He was still uncertain. A week or ten days later the po- 
lice arranged for David to view a second lineup with five men in it. 
Foster was the only person in the second lineup who had appeared 
in the first. This time David was “convinced” that Foster was the 
man. Held: “The suggestive elements in this identification procedure 
made it all but imevitable that David would identify petitioner 
whether or not he was in fact ‘the man’. In effect, the police repeat- 
edly said to the witness, ‘This is the man.’ . . . This procedure so 
undermined the reliability of the eyewitness identification as to vio- 
late due process.” 


In People v. Terry, 77 Cal. Rptr. 460, 454 P. 2d 36, the only evi- 
dence regarding lineup was a bank teller’s testimony that he de- 
scribed the robber to the police on the day of the robbery as a man 
in his early thirties. The persons in the lineup, other than Terry and 
a co-defendant, were in their teens or early twenties. Held: This 
alone is not so unnecessarily suggestive as to constitute a denial of 
due process. 


In People v. Caruso, 68 Cal. 2d 183, 486 P. 2d 336, 65 Cal. Roptr. 
336, defendant was a big man with a dark complexion and dark wavy 
hair. The eyewitness to the robbery remembered that the robber had 
these characteristics. Caruso was placed in a lineup with four com- 
panions none of which had dark wavy hair or a dark complexion or 
was his size. Held: The lineup was unnecessarily suggestive and con- 
ducive to mistaken identification and violative of due process. 


In People v. Hogan, 70 Cal. Rptr. 448, defendant was charged 
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with burglary. A witness, Quincy Thomas, had seen a Negro commit 
the burglary and so informed the police, Defendant, a Negro, was 
placed in a lineup with a Mexican man and two white men. Ob- 
viously if Thomas chose anyone 1n the lineup, defendant was singu- 
larly marked for identification. Held: The contrasting composition 
of the lineup was so unfairly suggestive as to constitute denial of due 
process. 


These cases illustrate the suggestive, unfair type of lineup refer- 
red to in Wade, Gilbert, and Stovall and condemned by the United 
States Supreme Court in Foster v. California, supra. 


[26] By comparison, in the case before us Mrs. Meachum had ob- 
served defendant with sufficient particularity at the scene of the 
crime, even though visibility was poor, to inform the police that her 
attacker was colored, young, dark skinned, had a very smooth face, 
hair cut short, wore a blue jacket with dark trousers and had a belt 
looped around his neck. This is a detailed description. There is no 
discrepancy between it and the actual appearance of defendant. She 
has never identified any other person. She has shown no hesitancy 
whatsoever in her identification. Rather, she says “I do not have any 
doubts about this individual being the one that assaulted me. 

I won’t ever forget his face. . . . I was positive. . . . I have 
never been doubtful about my identification.” The lapse of time be- 
tween the act and her identification was barely twenty-four hours. 
Her memory was still fresh. Furthermore, three of the four boys in 
the lineup were the same size, and all were about the same age. One 
of the boys wore a dark blue jacket and dark trousers —the same 
sort of garments Mrs. Meachum told the police her assailant wore. 
Yet she exonerated him. Then defendant was asked to don this jacket. 
The belt around defendant’s neck was the only mark of identifica- 
tion peculiar to him alone. It was placed there by defendant himself 
—not by law enforcement authorities. The officers were under no 
compulsion, constitutional or otherwise, to remove it. Nor were they 
required to place similar belts around the necks of the other boys in 
the lineup. Its presence cannot be attributed to the officers or re- 
garded as the kind of rigged “suggestiveness” in identification pro- 
cedures which Wade and Gilbert and Foster were designed to deter. 
Its presence was simply an existing fact—-it was around defend- 
ant’s neck when he was picked up, there when he was taken to the 
police station, and still there when viewed by the victim. No one put 
the belt on him and no one asked him to remove it. The victim was 
permitted to see him in raiment of his own choosing. Considering the 
totality of circumstances, as we are required to do, we hold that the 
lineup in this case did not offend constitutional requirements and 


430 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


STATE wv. RoGERS 


did not deny due process guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment. 
“The basic purpose of a trial is the determination of truth. . . .” 
Tehan v. Shott, 382 U.S. 406, 15 L. Ed, 2d 458, 86 S. Ct. 459. This 
assignment of error is overruled. 


[27] Defendant’s assignment of error based on the admission of 
items of clothing worn by Mrs. Meachum (skirt, bra, blouse, slip, 
shoes and raincoat) is overruled. Articles of clothing identified as 
worn by the victim at the time the crime was committed are compe- 
tent evidence, and their admission has been approved in many de- 
cisions of this Court. State v. Vann, 162 N.C. 584, 77 S.E. 295; State 
v. Fleming, 202 N.C. 512, 163 S.E. 458; State v. Wall, 205 N.C. 639, 
172 S.E. 216; State v. Petry, 226 N.C. 78, 36 S.E. 2d 653; State v. 
Speller, 230 N.C. 345, 538 S.E. 2d 294; State v. Bass, 249 N.C. 209, 
105 S.E. 2d 645; State v. Atkinson, 275 N.C. 288, 167 8.E. 2d 241. 


The State, over defendant’s objection, offered in evidence the shoes 
and pants defendant allegedly wore on the night of the crime. De- 
fendant argues in his brief that this was error because (1) the items 
of clothing were of no probative value and (2) their possession by 
the State was the result of an illegal search and seizure. No further 
argument or citation of authority on this point appears in the brief. 
Nevertheless, we examine the record with respect to defendant’s 
shoes and pants. 


{28] Detective Hicks testified over objection that he took a pair 
of pants from defendant, carried them personally to the 8.B.I. lab- 
oratory In Raleigh, and that they were later returned to him. The 
pants were then identified and offered in evidence over defendant’s 
objection. These pants were competent evidence. No right of defend- 
ant, constitutional or otherwise, was violated when the officer re- 
quired him to surrender for examination and analysis the pants 
worn by him at the time of his arrest. State v. Pecle, 274 N.C. 106, 
161 S.EK. 2d 568; State v. Gaskill, 256 N.C. 652, 124 S.E. 2d 873; 
State v. Tippett, 270 N.C. 588, 155 S.E. 2d 269; State v. Colson, 
supra. No search was involved. This exception has no merit. 


[29] Detective McCrea then testified over objection that he got a 
pair of shoes (identified as S-14 and 8-15) at 307 Canal Street where 
Mrs. Lula Poole gave them to him. This witness was then withdrawn 
temporarily and Mrs. Lula Poole was placed on the stand by the 
State. She testified that defendant, his mother, and several other 
grandchildren, lived with her in a house which she rented herself at 
307 Canal Street; that defendant is her grandson; that S-14 and 
S-15 are defendant’s shoes which Mr. McCrea took from under the 
bed. At this point, defendant moved to strike her testimony about 
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the shoes, the jury was excused and, on voir dire, Mrs. Poole said 
Detective McCrea and another officer came to her house and were 
admitted by some of the children; that McCrea said he wanted de- 
fendant’s shoes— was hunting his shoes and his pants; that she 
didn’t tell them to leave; that they didn’t ask permission to look 
around the house and she didn’t tell them they could; that he first 
mentioned the shoes when he got upstairs; that she didn’t object to 
his going upstairs——that she went up behind him and told him 
where defendant’s room was located; that she did not give the shoes 
to Officer McCrea, but he got them from under the bed where the 
boys slept. 


The jury then returned to the courtroom, defendant’s motion to 
strike was denied, and direct examination of Mrs. Poole was re- 
sumed by the solicitor in the presence of the jury. She again identi- 
fied the shoes as belonging to defendant, stated they were under the 
bed where defendant slept but denied any knowledge as to whether 
he wore them on the previous Saturday. She said defendant’s shoes 
were muddy because he had worn them while playing baseball and 
basketball at the East End School on the previous Friday. On re- 
flection she said he did not wear those shoes the previous Saturday 
but had on his tennis shoes. 


Officer McCrea then testified before the jury without objection 
that a teenaged girl let him in the house; that Mrs. Poole went up- 
stairs with him and gave Rogers’ shocs to him; that he didn’t know 
Rogers’ shoes from anyone else’s-— “she gave them to me.” 


Detective Upchurch testified before the jury without objection 
that he went with Officer McCrea to Mrs. Poole’s house; that de- 
fendant’s mother and several young girls were there; that they 
talked to defendant’s mother and to Mrs. Poole and asked about 
some shoes and clothes defendant was wearing; that Mrs. Poole went 
upstairs into a bedroom “and Detective McCrea and myself went 
up there and she picked up these shoes here and gave them to us 
there in the room”; that the pair of shoes was all they got. 


Officer Hicks was recalled and testified that he took the shoes 
to a chemist in the SBI office who later returned them to him. The 
shoes were then offered in evidence over defendant’s objection. 


Defendant assigns no reason, argument or authority in his brief 
to support the assignment except to say that the items of clothing 
worn by defendant were obtained by illegal search and seizure and 
were “devoid of probative value and should therefore have been ex- 
cluded.” The shoes themselves prove nothing and their admission 
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was harmless, Only the testimony gives them any significance. Mrs. 
Poole’s testimony about them, seemingly favorable to defendant, was 
admitted over his objection. Other testimony concerning them by 
Detective McCrea, Detective Upchurch, Officer Hicks and Dr. Buol, 
the soil expert, was admitted without objection. “It is the well 
established rule with us that when incompetent evidence is admitted 
over objection, but the same evidence has theretofore or thereafter 
been admitted without objection, the benefit of the objection is 
ordinarily lost. . . .” Jones v. Batley, 246 N.C. 599, 99 S.E. 2d 768. 
Exception to the admission of such testimony “is waived when tes- 
timony of the same import is thereafter admitted without objection.” 
1 Strong’s N. C. Index 2d, Appeal and Error, Sec. 80; Harvel’s Inc. 
v. Eggleston, 268 N.C. 388, 150 8.E. 2d 786. This assignment is over- 
ruled. 


In the trial below, we find 
No error. 





STATE v. JOHNNY REUBEN JONES 
No. 34 


(Filed 11 July 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 146— Supreme Court — nature of appellate juris- 
diction — supervisory powers 


The Supreme Court, in the exercise of its power of “general supervision 
and eontrol over the proceedings of the other courts,” considers the trial 
court’s instructions in a criminal prosecution where such consideration is 
necessary to determine the significance of the jury’s verdict, even though 
no question as to error in the instructions was presented to the Court «f 
Appeals. Constitution of North Carolina, Art. IV, § 10. 


2. Larceny §§ 9, 10—- larceny of property in excess of $200 — verdict 
of ‘guilty as charged” — judgment 
In a prosecution upon indictment alleging the larceny of personal prop- 
erty of a value in excess of $200, a felony, verdict of “guilty as charged 
in the bill of indictment” must be considered as a verdict of guilty of 
larceny of personal property of a value of $200 or less, a misdemeanor, 
where trial court failed to charge that the burden was on the State to 
satisfy the jury beyond a reasonable doubt that the value of the stolen 
property was more than $200; hence, judgment of three years’ imprison- 
ment imposed upon the jury’s verdict is in excess of the legal maximum 
and is vacated and the cause remanded for pronouncement of judgment 
as for misdemeanor-larceny. 
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8. Larceny § 4— felonious larceny — indictment — allegation of value 
of property 
Where neither larceny from the person nor by breaking and entering is 
involved, an indictment for the felony of larceny must charge, as an es- 
sential element of the crime, that the value of the stolen goods was more 
than $200. 


4, Larceny § 5— _ felonious larceny — plea of not guilty — issues 


A plea of not guilty to an indictment charging the felony of larceny 
puts in issue every essential element of the crime and constitutes a 
denial of the charge that the value of the stolen property was more than 
$200. 


5. Larceny § 9— _ verdict -—— value of stolen property 


G.S. 14-72 does not require that the jury fix the precise value of the 
stolen property, the only significant legal issue being whether the value 
thereof exceeds $200. 


6. Larceny §§ 5, 8— felonious larceny — value of stolen property — 
burden of proof — instructions 
Iexcept in those instances where G.S. 14-72, as amended, does not apply, 
it is incumbent upon the State in order to conviet of the felony of larceny 
to prove beyond a reasonable doubt thar the value of the stolen property 
was more than $200; and, value in excess of $200 being an essential ele- 
ment of the offense, it is incumbent upon the trial judge to so instruct 
the jury, even in the absence of defendant’s request therefor. 


= 


Larceny § 8— felonious larceny — value of stolen property — in- 
structions 

Where indictment charges, and all the evidence tends to show, that the 
value of the stolen property was more than $200, the jury, under appro- 
priate instructions, must find from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt 
that this is the fact; in such case, an instruction with reference to guilt of 
misdemeanor-larceny is inappropriate. 


® 


Larceny § 8— _ evidence of value of stolen property — instructions 

When there is evidence tending to show the value of the stolen goods 
was more than $200 and other evidence tending to show the value thereof 
was $200 or less, the jury should be instructed that if they find that de- 
fendant is guilty of larceny and the value of the stolen property was 
more than $200 it would be their duty to return a verdict of guilty of 
felony-larceny, but that if they find defendant is guilty of larceny but 
fail to find that the value of the stolen property was more than $200 it 
would be their duty to return a verdict of guilty of misdemeanor-larceny. 


9. Indictment and Warrant § 9— several counts — necessity for com- 
pleteness of each count 


In an indictment containing several counts, each count should be com- 
plete in itself. 


On writ of certiorart to the Court of Appeals. 


The indictment on which defendant was tried contained three 
counts. The first charged that defendant on November 17, 1967, with 
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intent to steal, did wilfully and feloniously break and enter a cer- 
tain building occupied by Wesley Lovett, trading and doing business 
as J & W Frame Works. The second charged defendant, “after hav- 
ing unlawfully, wilfully and feloniously broken into and entered” 
Lovett’s building, with the larceny of certain personal property of 
Wesley Lovett “located therein.” The third charged defendant with 
recelving the same personal property of Wesley Lovett with knowl- 
edge it had been stolen. 

The personal property referred to in the second and third counts 
is described in each as follows: “One Craftman electric drill, valued 
at $60.00; a Black-Decker electric screwdriver, valued at $50.00; 
one air nailing machine, valued at $200.00.” 

The evidence bearing upon the fair market value of the tools de- 
scribed in the indictment and referred to in the evidence is sum- 
marized as follows: Lovett testified he paid $54.00 for the electric 
drill, had used it for a year, and that it was worth $30.00 or $40.00. 
He testified the electric screwdriver was worth $30.00. He testified 
he had leased the ‘nailing machine” and was charged $185.00 for the 
right to use it. He testified he did not know the fair market value 
of the “nailing machine”; that it had been used for less than a year; 
and that he himself had made necessary repairs. 


At the trial before Crissman, J., at June 3, 1968 Criminal Ses- 
sion of Guilford Superior Court, High Point Division, only the first 
and second counts were submitted to the jury. The jury returned this 
verdict: “1. Not guilty of breaking and entering. 2. Guilty as 
charged in bill of indictment.” 


The judgment pronounced by Judge Crissman, which imposed a 
prison sentence of three years, contains the recital that defendant 
had been “found guilty on the second count of larceny in excess of 
$200.00.” 


Upon defendant’s appeal, the Court of Appeals affirmed. 3 N.C. 
App. 455, 165 S.E. 2d 36. On defendant’s application, this Court 
granted certiorart. 


Defendant, an indigent, was represented at trial and in subsequent 
appellate proceedings by court-appointed counsel. 


Attorney General Morgan and Staff Attorney Vanore for the State. 
Sammie Chess, Jr., for defendant appellant. 


Bossitt, J. 


Defendant based his petition for certiorart on two grounds: First, 
he asserted the trial court erred in denying his motion for nonsuit; 
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and second, he asserted the trial court erred in treating the verdict 
on the second count as a conviction of larceny of personal property 
of a value in excess of two hundred dollars, a felony, and in impos- 
ing a prison sentence of three years. 


The denial of defendant’s motion for nonsuit was proper. Evi- 
dence offered by the State and by defendant, respectively, is sum- 
marized by Judge Morris in her opinion for the Court of Appeals. 
Suffice to say, the evidence, when considered in the light most fa- 
vorable to the State, was sufficient to require that the first and second 
counts in the indictment be submitted for jury determination. 


Criminal prosecutions on bills of indictment containing similar 
charges are of such frequent occurrence throughout the State that 
this Court deemed it appropriate to grant certiorarz in order to re- 
consider, clarify and restate certain of the rules applicable in trials 
involving factual situations similar to that here under consideration. 

The first count charged the felony defined in GS. 14-54. The 
jury having returned a verdict of “Not guilty” with reference thereto, 
further discussion of the first count is unnecessary. 


The second count charged the larceny of personal property of 
the value of more than two hundred collars, a felony. Nothing else 
appearing, the verdict, ‘Guilty as charged in bill of indictment,” in- 
dicates the jury found from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt 
all essential elements necessary to constitute the felony charged in 
the second count. However, examination of the court’s instructions 
discloses that, in charging the jury with reference to the second 
count, no instruction was given to the effect that, prerequisite to 
finding defendant guilty of felony-larceny, the State had to satisfy 
the jury from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt either that 
the alleged larceny was committed by defendant after “unlawfully, 
wilfully and feloniously” breaking into and entering Lovett’s build- 
ing, or that the value of the personal property stolen by defendant 
was more than two hundred dollars. 


[1] Defendant did not except to and assign as error any portion 
of the court’s instructions to the jury. Hence, no question as to er- 
ror in the charge was presented to the Court of Appeals. Even so, 
we have elected, in the exercise of the “general supervision and con- 
trol over the proceedings of the other courts” vested in this Court 
by Article IV, Section 10, of the Constitution of North Carolina, to 
consider the charge, this being necessary to determine the signifi- 
cance of the jury’s verdict on the second count. 


It seems clear that Judge Crissman held, and rightly so, that, 
in view of the verdict of ‘Not guilty” on the first count, the verdict 


436 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


STATE t. JONES 


on the second count cannot be considered as including a finding that 
defendant committed the alleged larceny “after having unlawfully, 
wilfully and feloniously broken into and entered” Lovett’s building. 
Under these circumstances, the court’s failure to instruct the jury 
with reference to this element of the crime charged in the second 
count is not germane to decision on this appeal. 


[2] Under the circumstances and for the reasons stated below, we 
hold it was error for the court to treat the verdict on the second 
count, “Guilty as charged in bill of indictment,” as a verdict of guilty 
of larceny of personal property of the value of more than two hun- 
dred dollars, a felony, and to pronounce judgment imposing a prison 
sentence of three years. 


In State v. Cooper, 256 N.C. 372, 124 S.E. 91, after full considera- 
tion of the statutes and decisions prior and subsequent to the Act 
of 1913 (Public Laws of 1918, Chapter 118) which, as amended, was 
codified as G.S. 14-72, this Court, undertaking to resolve any incon- 
sistencies in prior decisions, decided these propositions: 


[3] 1. Where neither larceny from the person nor by breaking 
and entering is involved, an indictment for the felony of larceny 
must charge, as an essential element of the crime, that the value of 
the stolen goods was more than two hundred dollars. Accord: State 
v. Slade, 264 N.C. 70, 140 S.E. 2d 728; State v. Fowler, 266 N.C. 
667, 147 S.E. 2d 36; State v. Ford, 266 N.C. 743, 147 S.E. 2d 198; 
State v. Davis, 267 N.C. 126, 147 S.E. 2d 570; State v. Bowers, 273 
N.C. 652, 654, 161 S.E. 2d 11, 18. 


[4,5] 2.. A plea of not guilty to an indictment charging the 
felony of larceny puts in issue every essential element of the crime 
and constitutes a denial of the charge that the value of the stolen 
property was more than two hundred dollars. G.S. 14-72 does not 
require that the jury fix the precise value of the stolen property. The 
only issue of legal significance is whether the value thereof exceeds 
two hundred dollars. 


[6] 3. Except in those instances where G.S. 14-72, as amended, 
does not apply, to convict of the felony of larceny, it is incumbent 
upon the State to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the value 
of the stolen property was more than two hundred dollars; and, value 
in excess of two hundred dollars being an essential element of the 
offense, it is incumbent upon the trial judge to so instruct the jury. 
Accord: State v. Holloway, 265 N.C. 581, 588, 144 8.E. 2d 634, 635; 
State v. Herring, 265 N.C. 713, 144 S.E. 2d 846; State v. Matthews, 
267 N.C. 244, 148 8.E. 2d 38. The basis for this requirement is the 
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elementary proposition that the credibility of the testimony, even 
though unequivocal and uncontradicted, must be passed upon by the 
jury. 

{2, 6] Here, as in State v. Cooper, supra, the court failed to charge 
that, before the jury could return a verdict of “Guilty as charged in 
bill of indictment,” the State was required to satisfy the Jury from 
the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt that the value of the stolen 
property was more than two hundred dollars. This was an essential 
feature of the case, embraced within the issue raised by defendant’s 
plea of not guilty and arising on the evidence; and the court, al- 
though defendant made no request therefor, was required to give 
such instruction. State v. Ardrey, 232 N.C. 721, 62 S.E. 2d 53, and 
eases cited. Absent such instruction, the jury did not fix the value 
of the stolen property as in excess of two hundred dollars. Hence, 
the verdict on the second count did not establish defendant was guilty 
of larceny of personal property of a value in excess of two hundred 
dollars, a felony. 


The legal propositions declared in State v. Cooper, supra, set forth 
above and applied herein, are reaffirmed. Decisions in conflict there- 
with, including State v. Brown, 266 N.C. 55, 145 S.E. 2d 297; State 
v. Stubbs, 266 N.C. 274, 145 S.E. 2d 896; State v. Brown, 267 N.C. 
189, 147 S.E. 2d 916, may not, to the extent of such conflict, be con- 
sidered authoritative. For a discussion of relevant decisions subse- 
quent to State v. Cooper, supra, see 38 Wake Forest Intramural Law 
Review 1-11. 


17, 8] Although an indictment charges, and all the evidence tends 
to show, that the value of the stolen property was more than two 
hundred dollars, the jury, under appropriate instructions, must find 
from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt that this is the fact. 
In such ease, there is no basis, and it is inappropriate, for the court 
to instruct the jury with reference to a verdict of guilty of misde- 
meanor-larceny, a less degree of felony-larceny within the meaning 
of GS. 15-170. State v. Summers, 263 N.C. 517, 189 S.E. 2d 627; 
State v. Hemphill, 273 N.C, 388, 160 S.E. 2d 53. However, when 
there is evidence tending to show the value of the stolen goods was 
more than two hundred dollars and other evidence tending to show 
the value thereof was two hundred dollars or less, the jury should be 
instructed in substance as follows: If you find from the evidence 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty of larceny 
and that the value of the stolen oroperty was more than two hundred 
dollars, it would be your duty to return a verdict of guilty of felony- 
larceny; however, if you find from the evidence beyond a reasonable 
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doubt that the defendant is guilty of larceny but fail to find from 
the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt that the value of the stolen 
goods was more than two hundred dollars, it would be your duty to 
return a verdict of guilty of misdemeanor-larceny. Too, it would be 
appropriate to give such instructions where the evidence, although 
sufficient to support a finding that the value of the property involved 
was more than two hundred dollars, 1s equivocal and susceptible of 
diverse inferences. 


The propositions reaffirmed herein are analogous to the decisions 
of this Court with reference to what is necessary to allege and estab- 
lish in order to convict of felony-larceny when the value of the 
stolen goods is two hundred dollars or less and the basis of the State’s 
contention is that the larceny was by breaking and entering a build~ 
ing. 


In State v. Fowler, supra, defendant was tried on the first and 
second counts of a three-count bill of indictment. The jury returned 
a verdict of guilty (1) of feloniously breaking and entering a certain 
building occupied by one J. M. McLamb, as charged in the first 
count, and (2) of larceny of personal property of J. M. McLamb, to 
wit, $128.30 in cash, as charged in the second count. The portion of 
the judgment of the court below imposing a prison sentence of ten 
years on the second count was vacated and the cause was remanded 
for the entry of a new judgment based upon defendant’s conviction 
of the larceny of property of the value of two hundred dollars or 
less, to wit, a misdemeanor. Decision was based on the fact that the 
second count contained no allegation that the larceny was from a 
building by breaking and entering or by other means of such nature 
as to make the larceny a felonv. Accord: State v. Smith, 266 N.C. 
747, 147 S.E. 2d 165; State v. Morgan, 268 N.C. 214, 222, 150 S.E. 
2d 377, 388; State v. Bowers, supra; State v. Massey, 273 N.C. 721, 
725-726, 161 S.E. 2d 103, 106-107. 


[9] It is noted that “(i)n an indictment containing several counts, 
each count should be complete in itself. S. v. McCollum, 181 N.C. 
584, 107 S.E. 309.” State v. McKoy, 265 N.C. 380, 144 S.E. 2d 46. 


In State v. Bowers, supra, the opinion states: “Where an indict- 
ment charges larceny of property of the value of two hundred dol- 
lars or less, but contains no allegation the larceny was from a build- 
ing by breaking and entering, this Court has held the crime charged 
is @ misdemeanor for which the maximum prison sentence is two 
years, notwithstanding all the evidence tends to show the larceny 
was accomplished by means of a felonious breaking and entering.” 
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Seemingly, in State v. Stevens, 252 N.C. 3381, 113 S.E. 2d 577, 
and in State v. Morgan, 265 N.C. 597, 144 S.E. 2d 683, the necessity 
that the indictment allege all facts essential to constitute felony- 
larceny was overlooked. Suffice to say, these two decisions, to the 
extent they conflict with the decisions cited in the preceding two 
paragraphs, may not be considered authoritative. 


Reference is made to: (1) Chapter 522, Session Laws of 1969, 
which rewrites G.S. 14-70 and G'S. 14-72; and (2) Chapter 548, Ses- 
sion Laws of 1969, which amends G.S. 14-51 and rewrites G.S. 14-53, 
14-54, 14-55, 14-56 and 14-57. Although attention is called to these 
statutory modifications, for present purposes it is sufficient to say 
that nothing in these 1969 Acts impairs or modifies the legal propo- 
sitions declared in State v. Cooper, supra, set forth above and re- 
affirmed and applied herein. 


{2] Our conclusion on this appeal is as follows: The jury having 
failed to find that the larceny of which defendant was convicted re- 
lated to property of a value of more than two hundred dollars, the 
verdict must be considered a verdict of guilty of larceny of personal 
property of a value of two hundred dollars or less. This being a mis- 
demeanor, the judgment imposed a sentence in excess of the legal 
maximum. Hence, although the verdict will not be disturbed, the 
judgment is vacated; and this decision will be certified to the Court 
of Appeals with direction to rernand the case to the Superior Court 
of Guilford County for the pronouncement of a judgment herein as 
upon a verdict of guilty of misdemeanor-larceny. 


Error and remanded. 


H. GILLIAM NICHOLSON vy. STATE EDUCATION ASSISTANCE AU- 
THORITY, AND THE MEMBERS OF ITS BoARD OF DtrecTtors: GEORGE 
WATTS HILL, JR... ROGER GANT, JR., VICTOR E. BELL, JR., MRS. 
CARRIE W. HARPER, J. RUSSELL KIRBY, ARTHUR D. WENGER 
AND H. EDMUNDS WHITE anp COLLEGE FOUNDATION, INC. anp 
WACHOVIA BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A. 


No. 34 
(Filed 11 July 1969) 


1. Constitutional Law §§ 6, 10—- branches of government — Supreme 
Court — General Assembly 
The Supreme Court and the General Assembly are coordinate branches 
of the State government, and neither is the superior of the other. 
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Constitutional Law § 10— power of Supreme Court to declare stat- 
ute unconstitutional 


The authority of the Supreme Court to declare an act of the Legislature 
unconstitutional arises from, and is an incident of, its duty to determine 
the respective rights and liabilities or duties of litigants in a controversy 
brought before it by the proper procedure. 


Appeal and Error § 2— nature of appellate jurisdiction — conflict 
between rules of law 


In the event of a conflict between two rules of law, the Supreme Court 
must determine which is the superior rule and, therefore, the rule gov- 
erning the rights and liabilities or duties of the parties to the controversy 
before the Court. 


Constitutional Law § 10— nature of judicial power — conflict be- 
tween statute and Constitution 


If there is a conflict between a statute and the Constitution, the Sa- 
preme Court must determine the rights and liabilities or duties of the 
litigants before it in accordance with the Constitution, because the Con- 
stitution is the superior rule of law in that situation, 


. Appeal and Error § 3— review of constitutional questions — Su- 


preme Court — other questions 


When it becomes necessary for the Supreme Court to pass upon the 
constitutional validity of a legislative provision, it will not anticipate 
other questions of constitutional law not necessary to the decision of the 
precise controversy presented in the litigation before it. 


. Appeal and Error § 3; Constitutional Law § 4— review of con- 


stitutional questions — parties 


The Supreme Court will not determine the constitutionality of a legisla- 
tive provision in a proceeding in which there is no actual antagonistic in- 
terest in the parties. 


Constitutional Law § 4—_ person who may assert constitutional ques- 
tions 


Only one who is in immediate danger of sustaining a direct injury from 
legislative action may assail the validity of such action, and it is not 
sufficient that he has merely a general interest common to all members of 
the public. 


Constitutional Law § 4— persons entitled to assert constitutional 
questions — taxpayer 


A taxpayer, as such, does not have standing to attack the constitution- 
ality of any and all legislation, but he may challenge. by suit for injune- 
tion, the constitutionality of a tax levied, or proposed to be levied, upon 
him for an illegal or unauthorized purpose. 


Constitutional Law § 4— _  constitutionality of statute — suit for in- 
junction — direct and irreparable injury 

Constitutionality of a statutory provision may not be tested by a suit 
for injunction unless the plaintiff alleges, and shows, that the carrving out 
of the provision he challenges will cause him to sustain, personally, a 
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direct and irreparable injury, apart from his general interest as a 
citizen in good government in accordance with the provisions of the Con- 
stitution. 


Appeal and Error § 8; Constitutional Law § 10— _ review of con- 
stitutional questions — effect of stipulated questions 


The fact that both parties to an action desire the determination of the 
constitutionality of an entire act of the Legislature and stipulate that 
certain questions, leading to such determination, are presented by the ac- 
tion for the determination of the Court is not binding upon the Court, and 
such stipulation does not require or authorize the Court to pass upon the 
constitutional questions not necessary to the determination of the right of 
the party who denies the validity of the legislation. 


Constitutional Law § 4— person entitled to assert constitutional 
questions — stockholder 


Plaintitf’s allegation that he is a stockholder, or otherwise beneficially 
interested, in one or more corporations which pay taxes within the State, 
and his «allegations that these corporations have issued non-tax-exempt 
notes and bonds bearing rates of interest which are higher than they 
would be if such securities were tax exempt. do not give plaintiff standing 
to attack the eonstitutionality of the legislation of which he complains, 
unless such legislation directly injures the plaintiff as taxpayer. 


Colleges and Universities; Injunctions § 11— injunction to re- 
strain activities of Education Assistance Authority — issuance of 
bonds — injury to plaintiff 

Since issuance of tax exempt revenue bonds by the State Education As- 
sistance Authority for purpose of financing loans to college students does 
not pledge the credit of the State or of any political subdivision thereof, 
G.S. 116-209.12, plaintiff, as taxpayer, can suffer no injury from the issu- 
ance of the bonds and has no interest therein except his general interest 
as a member of the public in good government pursuant to the Constitu- 
tion. and, consequently, plaintiff has no standing to seek an injunction re- 
straining actions of the Authority and its fiscal agent relating to the issu- 
ance of the bonds and the expenditure of the proceeds thereof in aceord- 
ance with Chapter 1177 of the Session Laws of 1967 (G.S. 116-209.1 to 
G.S. 116-209.15). 


Colleges and Universities— injunction to restrain activities of Edu- 
cation Assistance Authority — attack on appropriations 


Plaintiff is not entitled to attack appropriation of funds from the gen- 
eral tax revenues of the State to the Education Assistance Authority where 
he alleges that such appropriation was for use by the Authority “in the 
performance of its lawful functions” and he does not attack the statutes 
establishing the Authority. 


Colleges and Universities; Injunctions § 11— imjunction against 
state agency — completed expenditure of funds 

Expenditure of tax funds for travel expenses of the Secretary of the 
Education Assistance Authority, even if unlawful, was an accomplished 
fact prior to institution of plaintiff’s action to restrain the activities uf 
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the Authority and cannot be prevented or redressed by issuance of injunc- 
tion. 


15. Colleges and Universities— injunction to restrain activities of Edu- 
cation Assistance Authority — funds for lawful functions 


Allegation that Education Assistance Authority, by expressing its intent 
to issue a further series of bonds, has indicated that “additional tax funds 
will be expended” unless enjoined by the Supreme Court, is held not to 
afford a basis for injunctive relief where the allegation is consistent with 
a contemplated use of funds for the lawful functions of the Authority, 
such as the payment of salaries and expenses of employees as authorized 
by G.S. 116-201 to G.S. 116-209. 


16. Colleges and Universities; Constitutional Law § 4-—— review of 
constitutional questions — injury to plaintiff 

Where plaintiff has not alleged facts showing, and the stipulated facts 
do not show, that any contemplated or threatened use of funds or other 
activity of the State Education Assistance Authority will, if accomplished, 
result in any injury to plaintiff as a taxpayer or as a stockholder of any 
eorporation, the constitutional questions raised by plaintiff are not before 
the Supreme Court. 


17. Injunctions § 1— nature of the remedy 
An injunction will not issue to prevent that which has already been done. 


18. Colleges and Universities; Injunctions § 11— injunction to re- 
strain expenditure of public funds 


Injunction will not issue to restrain expenditure by State Kducation 
Assistance Authority of funds appropriated by the General Assembly 
where the Supreme Court has no assurance that the appropriation was 
not expended prior to the hearing and decision of the case on appeal. 


AppEAL by plaintiff from Bone, J., at the 31 March 1969 Civil 
Session of Waxs, the plaintift’s motion to docket the appeal in this 
Court prior to a determination by the Court of Appeals having been 
allowed. 


This is an action for a mandatory injunction directing the de- 
fendants to cease certain activities, which the plaintiff alleges to 
be unconstitutional and otherwise unlawful, and nullifying all past 
transactions between the defendants and all others “to the end 
that the defendants and all who may have dealt with them may be 
restored to their original positions.”” The plaintiff also prayed for a 
temporary restraining order, which was not granted. He appeals 
from a judgment of nonsuit and dismissal of the action. 


The plaintiff alleges that he is a taxpayer of the City of Raleigh, 
Wake County, the State and the United States. He also alleges that 
he is a stockholder in one or more corporations, which pay franchise 
taxes to the State, taxes upon property located within the State and 
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income taxes to the United States and which have issued interest 
bearing notes and bonds, that these securities are not exempt from 
taxation in North Carolina and that the rates of interest paid by 
such corporations thereon are higher than they would be if such in- 
terest were exempt from taxation. 


The plaintiff alleges that he will sustain irreparable injury from 
the acts of which he complains unless the injunctive relief for which 
he prays is granted, but does not allege how he will be injured unless 
such injury be inherent in his status as taxpayer or as shareholder. 
The answer of each defendant denies that the plaintiff will sustain 
such injury and denies that the State Education Assistance Authority 
has been or is carrying on any activity which is unconstitutional or 
otherwise unlawful. Exeept for these denials the several answers 
admit the allegations of the coraplaint. 


The complaint alleges in substance (numbering revised): 


(1) The Authority is a corporate body, created by Chapter 1180 
of the Session Laws of 1965. By Chapter 1177 of the Session Laws 
of 1967, the General Assembly undertook “to vest in the Authority 
power to issue tax exempt revenue bonds not pledging the credit of 
the State (emphasis added) and to make available the proceeds of 
these bonds for financing loans to North Carolina students to enable 
them to obtain an education in an ‘eligible institution’” as defined 
in Title 20 of the United States Code. The College Foundation, Inc., 
is a North Carolina non-profit corporation engaged in the business 
of making loans to North Carolina students for use in educational 
pursuits. 

(2) The Authority adopted a Resolution authorizing the issu- 
ance of bonds in the total amount of $3,000,000, a copy of which 
Resolution is attached to the complaint. (The said Resolution covers 
74 printed pages in the record and sets forth in great detail the form 
of the bonds to be issued under it, the use to be made of the pro- 
ceeds, and the bookkeeping and accounting procedure to be fol- 
lowed.) The Authority has issued and sold such bonds at a privately 
negotiated sale. 


(3) The Authority, the Foundation and the Wachovia Bank & 
Trust Company, which is the “fiscal agent” of the Authority, en- 
tered into a tripartite contract, a copy of which 1s attached to the 
complaint. (The contract likewise sets forth in detail the undertak- 
ings of the several parties concerning the use by the Authority of 
the proceeds of the said bonds to purchase from the Foundation 
notes, representing loans previously made by the Foundation to 
students, and concerning the collection of such notes and the handling 
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of funds, accounting and bookkeeping procedures, etc.). The pro- 
ceeds of the bonds so issued have been used, pursuant to the said 
contract, for such purchase by the Authority from the Foundation 
of such student notes. 


(4) Thereafter, the Authority adopted a further Resolution, a 
copy of which is attached to the complaint, authorizing its officers 
and employees to issue another series of bonds, also in the total 
amount of $3,000,000, the proceeds of which will be used “in making 
or buying student loans during the academic year 1969-1970.” 


(5) The General Assembly of 1967 appropriated from the gen- 
eral tax revenues of the State funds for use by the Authority in the 
performance “of its lawful functions’ during the two years ending 
30 June 1969. From the funds so appropriated the Authority has 
made expenditures for salaries and expenses of its employees and 
other ‘‘necessary office cost,” including the expense of the Secretary 
of the Authority in traveling to New York for the purpose of execut- 
ing the first series of bonds. 


(6) “In expressing its intent to issue a further series of these 
bonds * * * the Authority has indicated that additional tax funds 
will be expended.” 


(7) Chapter 1177 of the Session Laws of 1967, pursuant to 
which the Authority has so acted, is unconstitutional in that it con- 
flicts with Article V, § 8, Article I, § 7, Article I, § 8, and Article V, 
§ 5, of the Constitution of North Carolina, and the Due Process 
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. If the said Act of the General Assembly be deemed 
constitutional, the actions of the defendants are nevertheless unlaw- 
ful because the tripartite contract and provisions of the bond 
resolution are in conflict with the said Act of the Legislature. 


When the matter came on for a hearing in the superior court, a 
jury trial was waived and the matter was submitted to the court 
under an agreed statement of facts, setting forth, in substance, the 
facts alleged in the complaint and admitted in the answers. 


The parties further stipulated in the superior court that eleven 
detailed questions are “the questions of law which arise upon the 
facts and which are to be determined.” 


The superior court found the facts to be as so stipulated and 
that these were ‘‘all of the facts that are competent for a determi- 
nation of this controversy.” Thereupon, the court set forth its con- 
clusions of Jaw as follows: 
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“(1) That the agreed facts show that the General As- 
sembly of North Carolina in the enactment of Chapter 1177, 
Session Laws of 1967, has acknowledged its and the State’s re- 
sponsibility to its citizens under the Constitution of North Car- 
olina to further education of North Carolina students beyond 
the level of secondary education by making available funds 
through student loans te enable these students to pursue their 
education and by this pursuit to better prepare themselves for 
their lives as responsible North Carolina taxpaying Citizens 
and that Chapter 1177, Session Laws of 1967, is a permissible 
method of promoting such public purposes and constitutes a 
valid use of public funds fer public purposes required by Sec- 
tion 3 of Article V and Section 17 of Article I of the North 
Carolina Constitution and Section 1 of the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment to the United States Constitution, and said Chapter 1177 
does not authorize the use of public funds for other than a public 
purpose in violation of Section 3 of Article V or Section 17 of 
Article I of the North Carolina Constitution or Section 1 of the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution. 


“(2) Chapter 1177, Session Laws of 1967, does not authorize 
the lending of the credit of the State in violation of Section 4 
of Article V of the North Carolina Constitution and does not 
authorize any entitlement to exclusive or separate emoluments 
or privileges in violation of Section 7 of Article I of the North 
Carolina Constitution. 


“(3) Chapter 1177, Session Laws of 1967, does not pro- 
vide a delegation of Icgislative authority in violation of Section 
8 of Article I of the North Carolina Constitution. 


“(4) Chapter 1177, Session Laws of 1967, does not authorize 
the creation of a debt in violation of Section 4 of Article V of 
the North Carolina Constitution. 


“(5) Chapter 1177, Session Laws of 1967, does not exempt 
property from taxation in violation of Section 5 of Article V of 
the North Carolina Constitution. 

“(6) Chapter 1177, Session Laws of 1967, is in every re- 
spect valid and constitutional in accordance with the Consti- 
tution of the United States and the Constitution of North Car- 
olina. 

“(7) That State Edueation Assistance Authority and the 
members of its Board of Directors and Wachovia Bank «& Trust 
Company, N.A., and College Foundation, Inc. have proceeded 
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in a lawful manner to carry out their duties and functions in 
execution of the powers of Chapter 1177, Session Laws of 1967, 
and their resolutions, contracts and actions taken in furtherance 
of their duties and as set forth in the Agreed Statement of Facts 
are in each and every respect lawful, and specifically that: 


“(a) The powers vested in the ‘Fiscal Agent,’ Wachovia 
Bank & Trust Company, N.A., under the bond resolution, are 
consistent with the legislative enactment. 


“(b) The powers vested in the fiscal agent under the bond 
resolution are not inconsistent with the powers of the State 
Treasurer vested under the Constitution of the State of North 
Carolina, and under the appropriate legislative enactments. 


“(c) The provisions of the bond resolution respecting the 
creation and administration of the ‘loan fund’ and the ‘sink- 
ing fund’ and the ‘current expense account’ and the flow of 
funds thereunder are not in conflict with the provisions of the 
enabling legislation. 

“(d) The tripartite contract is not in violation of Chap- 
ter 1177 and the Constitution of the State of North Carolina. 


‘“(e) The powers vested in College Foundation under the 
tripartite contract are not in conflict with Chapter 1177. 

‘“(f) The provisions of the bond resolution and tripartite 
contract by which bond funds were used to purchase existing 
student loans held by College Foundation, Inc. are legal and do 
provide for a lawful expenditure of said funds.” 

The superior court thereupon adjudged that the Authority is au- 
thorized and empowered to perform all of the acts set forth in Chap- 
ter 1177 of the Session Laws of 1967 in the manner in which it has 
proceeded to do so, and adjudged that the plaintiff be nonsuited and 
the action dismissed. 


Attorney General Morgan by Deputy Attorney General McGal- 
liard for State Education Assistance Authority and the members of 
its Board of Directors. 

Jordan, Morns & Hoke for Wachoma Bank & Trust Company, 
N.A., and College Foundation, Inc. 


Bailey, Dixon & Wooten for plaintiff. 


LAKE, J. 
[1] The authority of this Court, in a proper case, to declare an 
act of the Legislature unconstitutional was clearly established in 
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Bayard v. Singleton, 1 N.C. 5, sixteen years prior to the comparable 
decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in Marbury uw. 
Madison, 5 US. 187, 2 L. ed. 60. That authority does not arise from 
any inherent power of this Court to review acts of the General 
Assembly and to declare invalid those which this Court disapproves 
or, upon its own initiative, finds to be in conflict with the Constitu- 
tion. This Court and the Genera] Assembly are coordinate branches 
of the State government. Neither 1s the superior of the other. 


[2-4] The authority of this Court to declare an act of the Legisla- 
ture unconstitutional arises from, and is an incident of, its duty to 
determine the respective rights and liabilities or duties of litigants 
in a controversy brought before it by the proper procedure. To do 
so, this Court, in the event of a conflict between two rules of law, 
must determine which is the superior rule and, therefore, the rule 
governing the rights and liabilities or duties of the parties to the con- 
troversy before the Court. If there is a ecnflict between a statute and 
the Constitution, this Court must determine the rights and habili- 
ties or duties of the litigants before it in accordance with the Con- 
stitution, because the Constitution is the superior rule of law in that 
situation. State v. Lueders, 214 N.C. 558, 200 8.E. 22. 


[5] When, in order to determine a controversy, properly before 
it, in accordance with the controlling rule of law, it becomes neces- 
sary for this Court to pass upon the constitutional validity of a leg- 
islative provision, it will not anticipate other questions of constitu- 
tional law not necessary to the decision of the precise controversy 
presented in the litigation before it. Person v. Doughton, 186 N.C. 
723, 120 S.E. 481; Commissioners v. State Treasurer, 174 N.C. 141, 
149, 93 S.E. 482, 2 A.L.R. 726. 


{6, 7] Again, this Court will not determine the constitutionality 
of a legislative provision in a proceeding in which there is no “actual 
antagonistic interest in the parties.” Bizzell v. Insurance Co., 248 
N.C. 294, 103 S8.H. 2d 348. “Only one who is in immediate danger of 
sustaining a direct injury from legislative action may assail the 
validity of such action. It is not sufficient that he has merely a gen- 
eral interest common to all members of the public.” Charles Stores 
v. Tucker, 263 N.C. 710, 140 S.E. 2d 370. Accord: Surplus Co. v. 
Pleasants, 263 N.C. 587, 1389 S.E. 2d 892; Watkins v. Wilson, 255 
N.C. 510, 121 S.E. 2d 861, cert. den. and app. dism., 370 U.S. 46; 
Fox v. Commissioners of Durham, 244 N.C. 497, 94 S.E. 2d 482; 
Turner v. Reidsville, 224 N.C. 42, 29 8.E. 2d 211. 


{8, 9] A taxpayer, as such, does not have standing to attack the 
constitutionality of any and all legislation. Wynn v. Trustees, 255 
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N.C, 594, 122 S.E. 2d 404; Carringer v. Alverson, 254 N.C. 204, 118 
S.E. 2d 408; Fox v. Commissioners of Durham, supra; Turner v. 
Reidsville, supra. A taxpayer, as such, may challenge, by suit for in- 
junction, the constitutionality of a tax levied, or proposed to be 
levied, upon him for an illegal or unauthorized purpose. See: Wynn 
v. Trustees, supra; Barbee v. Comrs. of Wake, 210 N.C. 717, 188 
S.E. 314. The constitutionality of a provision of a statute may not, 
however, be tested by a suit for injunction unless the plaintiff al- 
leges, and shows, that the carrying out of the provision he chal- 
lenges will cause him to sustain, personally, a direct and irreparable 
injury, apart from his general interest as a citizen in good govern- 
ment in accordance with the provisions of the Constitution. D & W, 
Inc., v. Charlotte, 268 N.C. 577, 151 S.E. 2d 241; Watkins v. Wilson, 
supra; Fox v. Commissioners of Durham, supra; Sprunt v. Comrs. 
of New Hanover, 208 N.C. 695, 182 S.E. 655; Newman v. Comrs. of 
Vance, 208 N.C. 675, 182 S.E. 453. 


[10] The fact that both parties to an action, as in the present case, 
desire the determination of the constitutionality of an entire act of 
the Legislature and stipulate that certain questions, leading to such 
determination, are presented by the action for the determination of 
the Court is not binding upon the Court. Such stipulation does not 
require, or authorize, the Court to pass upon the constitutional ques- 
tions not necessary to the determination of the right of the party 
who denies the validity of the legislation. Carringer v. Alverson, 
supra. 


[11] The plaintiff’s allegation that he is a stockholder, or other- 
wise beneficially imterested, m one or more corporations which pay 
taxes within the State, does not give him any greater right to attack 
the validity of any provision of the legislation in question than his 
own status as taxpayer would do. His allegations that these corpora- 
tions have issued notes and bonds bearing interest, which are not 
exempt from taxation, and that the rates of interest on such notes 
and bonds are higher than they would be if such securities were so 
exempt do not add to his standing to attack the constitutionality of 
the legislation of which he complains. He does not allege, and there 
is nothing in the record to indicate, that if the legislation which he 
attacks were declared unconstitutional in its entirety the interest 
rates upon the notes and bonds of such corporations would be lower 
than they now are. Thus, in the present proceeding, we may not prop- 
erly determine the constitutionality of any provision of the statutes 
attacked by the plaintiff, G.S. 116-209.1 to 116-209.15, inclusive, un- 
less such provision directly injures the plaintiff as taxpayer. 
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The plaintiff does not attack the validity of any portion of the 
Act of 1965 (G.S. 116-201 to G.S. 116-209), to which only minor 
amendments, not of consequence in this litigation, were made by 
the General Assembly of 1967. By the Act of 1965, the Authority 
was created, declared to be a political subdivision of the State and 
given certain powers, including the power to accept from any fed- 
eral or private agency or from any person grants of money, and to 
use such funds for the purchase of obligations representing loans 
made to students in institutions of higher education for the purpose 
of enabling them to obtain an education. The validity of any act of 
the Authority, pursuant to G.S. 116-201 to G.S. 116-209, is not before 
us in this action. 


The plaintiff attacks the validity of Chapter 1177 of the Session 
Laws of 1967 (G.S. 116-209.1 to G.S. 116-209.15). As the basis for 
such attack, he complains of the following actions and proposed ac- 
tions: 


1. In the 1967 Act, the General Assembly undertook to confer 
upon the Authority power to issue ‘tax exempt revenue bonds not 
pledging the credit of the State.” (Emphasis added.) 


2. The General Assembly urdertook to make available (or to 
confer upon the Authority the power to make available) the pro- 
ceeds of “these bonds” for financing loans to North Carolina stu- 
dents to enable them to obtain an education in an “eligible institu- 
tion,” as that term is defined in Title 20 of the United States Code. 


3. The Authority adopted a resolution authorizing the issuance 
of $3,000,000 in five percent revenue bonds “pursuant to the afore- 
said Act,” a copy of which resolution is made a part of the com- 
plaint. 


4. The Authority entered imto “certain contractual relation- 
ships” for the sale of the said bonds. 


5. The Authoritv accepted an offer made on behalf of “certain 
North Carolina banks” for the purchase of the said bonds and, by 
resolution, authorized their sale to such banks. 


6. The Authority, by resolution, authorized the execution im 
its behalf of a tripartite contract between it, Wachovia Bank & 
Trust Company and College Foundation, Inc., which contract was 
executed, and a copy of which is made a part of the complaint. 


7. The Authority issued the said bonds and sold them in ac- 
cordance with the said contracts. 


8. The proceeds from the sale of the said bonds “have been 
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used and expended” as prescribed in these contracts “except for 
certain funds which are still on hand.” 


9. The Wachovia Bank & Trust Company, as fiscal agent for 
the Authority, “has expended bond proceeds for the purchase of stu- 
dent loans.”’ 


10. The Wachovia Bank & Trust Company, as fiscal agent for 
the Authority, “has expended bond proceeds * * * for various 
items of expense.” 


11. The Wachovia Bank & Trust Company, as fiscal agent for 
the Authority, ‘is collecting student loan payments” from College 
Foundation, Inc., pursuant to the above mentioned bond resolution 
and contracts. 


12. The Wachovia Bank & Trust Company, as fiscal agent for 
the Authority, ‘has paid” interest to bondholders as provided in 
the said bond resolution. 

13. The Wachovia Bank & Trust Company, as fiscal agent for 
the Authority, ‘has allocated and separated bond funds and pro- 
ceeds in accordance with said bond resolution, contract and agree- 
ment.” 


14, The Authority has, by resolution, authorized its officers and 
employees to proceed with steps for the issuance of “an additional 
series of bonds in the amount of $3,000,000 pursuant to the afore- 
said bond resolution” and is “threatening” to issue such bonds “un- 
der said resolution for use and expenditure in making or buying stu- 
dent loans during the academic year of 1969-1970.” 


15. “[I]n so doing [the Authority] will cause to be expended 
tax revenues of the State of North Carolina in the manner set forth 
in Paragraph XIV of this complaint [Items 16 through 19, below].” 


16. The General Assembly of 1967 appropriated funds from the 
general tax revenues, paid by the plaintiff and other taxpayers, for 
use by the Authority “in the performance of its lawful functions dur- 
ing the period from July 1, 1967, through June 30, 1969.” (Emphasis 
added. ) 


17. From these appropriated funds there “have been, within the 
provisions of the applicable budget laws and regulations of the State 
of North Carolina, made available to the Authority” funds for 
salaries, per diem allowances and expenses of directors and em- 
ployees of the Authority and “for other necessary office costs.” 


18. “[T]he Authority has used monies so appropriated in fur- 
therance of the issuance by the Authority” of the first $3,000,000 in 
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bonds, including payment of expenses of its Secretary incurred in 
traveling to New York on October 38, 1968 for the purpose of execut- 
ing such bonds. 


19. “{I]n expressing its intent to issue a further series of these 
bonds as was expressed in its resolution of February 28, 1969, the 
Authority has indicated that additional tax funds will be expended 
unless the Court prevents this from taking place by granting the 
relicf herein sought,” which expenditures of tax funds will result in 
irreparable loss to the State and to its taxpayers, including the 
plaintiff. 


[12] The plaintiff alleges that the statute vests in the Authority 
power to issue only bonds which do not pledge the credit of the 
State. G.S. 116-209.12 expressly provides: “Bonds issued under the 
provisions of this act shall not be deemed to constitute a debt, lta- 
bility or obligation of the State or of any political subdivision thereof 
or a pledge of the faith and credit of the State or of any such po- 
litical subdivision, but shall be payable solely from the revenues 
and other funds provided therefor. Each bond issued under this act 
shall contain on the face thereof a statement to the effect that * * * 
neither the faith and eredit nor the taxing power of the State or of 
any political subdivision thereof is pledged to the payment of the 
principal of or the interest on such bonds.” The form of the bonds 
is set forth in the resolution attached to the complaint and provides 
that the bond is payable “solely from the special fund provided 
therefor as hereinafter set forth.” It further provides that the bond 
shall not be deemed to constitute a debt or obligation of the State 
or of any political subdivision thereof and “neither the faith and 
credit nor the taxing power of the State of North Carolina or of 
any political subdivision thereof is pledged to the payment of the 
principal of or the interest on this bond.” 


It is necessarily true that the plaintiff, as taxpayer, can suffer no 
injury from the issuance of the bonds of which he complains and 
has no interest therein, except his general interest as a member of 
the public in good government pursuant to the Constitution. It is 
equally apparent that this is his only interest in the care and use 
of the proceeds of the bonds by the Authority and its fiseal agent 
and in the use and handling of funds reeeived by the Authority, or 
for its benefit, from the Federal government or from private sources. 


Consequently, provisions of the bond resolution and of the con- 
tracts of which the plaintiff complains, with reference to the care, 
allocation, handling and use of the proceeds of the bonds threaten 
no injury to the plaintiff in his status as taxpayer. The same is true 
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with reference to the provisions of the tripartite contract concern- 
ing the services to be rendered by College Foundation, Inc., in the 
collection from students of payments upon their notes or other ob- 
ligations. The same 1s true of each of the acts of the fiscal agent for 
the Authority of which the plaintiff complains. In these respects 
there is no distinction between the series of bonds which the Au- 
thority 1s alleged to have issued prior to the institution of this action 
and the series of bonds which it is alleged to be “threatening to 
issue.” 


[13] It being alleged that the appropriation of funds from the 
“general tax revenues” of the State was for use by the Authority “in 
the performance of its lawful functions” and the Authority having 
been established by statutes, not attacked by the plaintiff, which 
statutes purport to confer upon it authority to perform certain func- 
tions, the appropriation, as such, is not subject to attack by the 
plaintiff in this action. 


[14] The only specific use of funds, so appropriated from tax 
revenues, of which the plaintiff complains is the expenditure for the 
travel expenses of the Secretary of the Authority on October 3, 1968. 
Assuming, without deciding, that such expenditure was an unlawful 
use of appropriated funds, it was an accomplished fact prior to the 
institution of this action and cannot be prevented or redressed by 
the issuance of the injunction prayed for. Jackson v. Jernigan, 216 
N.C. 401, 5 S.E. 2d 148. 


[15] The general allegation that, by expressing its intent to issue 
a further series of bonds, the Authority has indicated that “addi- 
tional tax funds will be expended” unless enjoined by this Court is 
not sufficient basis for such relief. This allegation is consistent with 
a contemplated use of funds appropriated from tax revenues for 
“lawful functions” of the Authority, such as the payment of salaries 
and expenses of employees engaged in the performance of functions 
authorized by G.S. 116-201 to GS. 116-209. 


[16] Thus, the plaintiff has not alleged facts showing, and the 
stipulated facts do not show, that any contemplated or threatened 
use of funds or other activity of the defendants will, if accom- 
plished, result in any injury to the plaintiff, as a taxpayer or as a 
shareholder of any corporation. Consequently, the constitutional 
questions which he has sought to raise in this action are not before 
us and we express no opinion with reference thereto. 

The plaintiff further alleges that the actions and proposed ac- 
tions of the defendants, of which he complains as above set forth, 
are in conflict with the provisions of the Act of 1967 (G.S. 116-209.1 
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to G.S. 116-209.15), assuming the constitutionality of that Act, in 
the following respects: 


1. The powers conferred upon the fiscal agent by the bond reso- 
lution are not consistent with these statutes in that the function of 
the fiscal agent under the resolution is that of a trustee. 


2. The powers vested in the fiscal agent by the bond resolution 
are inconsistent with the constitutional and statutory powers of the 
State Treasurer, the complaint not specifying the nature of the al- 
leged conflict. 


3. The provisions of the bond resolution with reference to the 
handling of funds and their allocation to specified accounts are in 
conflict with the provisions of these statutes, the complaint not 
specifying the nature of the conflict. 


4. The tripartite contract is in conflict with the statutes, the 
complaint not specifying the nature of the alleged conflict. 


5. The powers vested in College Foundation, Inc., by the tri- 
partite contract are in conflict with the statutes, the complaint not 
specifying the nature of the alleged conflict. 


6. The use of proceeds of the bonds to purchase existing student 
loans already held by College Foundation, Inc., 1s an unlawful ex- 
penditure of such funds for the veason that such purchase did not 
provide additional loan funds for students and thus such use or pro- 
posed use of proceeds of the bonds is not consistent with the purposes 
of the statutes. 


If each of these allegations be true, as to which we express no 
opinion, the plaintiff, in his capacity as taxpayer or in his capacity 
as the holder of corporate stock, has suffered no injury and will 
suffer no injury by the actions or proposed actions of which he com- 
plains. He is, therefore, not entitled to injunctive relief on the basis 
of these allegations. 


[17, 18] With reference to the alleged uses and proposed use of 
funds appropriated by the General Assembly from the general funds 
of the State for use by the Authority, we note that the only appro- 
priation mentioned in the complaint was for the two-year period 
ending 30 June 1969. Appropriated funds not used prior to that date 
would revert automatically to the general fund. Furthermore, since 
the superior court denied the prayer for injunctive relief and dis- 
missed the action on 31 March 1969, we have no assurance in the 
record that the entire amount of such appropriation was not expended 
prior to the hearing and decision of the appeal by this Court. Ob- 
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viously, an injunction will not issue to prevent that which has al- 
ready been done. Jackson v. Jernigan, supra. The mandatory injunc- 
tion prayed for obviously could not be issued in this action so as to re- 
quire employees of the Authority and others, to whom the Au- 
thority has paid salaries and other items, to refund such amounts, 
such persons not being parties hereto. 


There was no error in the denial by the superior court of the re- 
lief sought by the plaintiff or in its decree that the plaintiff be non- 
suited and that this action be dismissed. There was, however, error 
in that portion of the judgment of the superior court adjudging that 
the Authority “is lawfully authorized and empowered to perform 
all of the acts set forth in Chapter 1177, Session Laws of 1967, and 
in the manner in which the findings of fact disclosed that it has pro- 
ceeded to do this.” These questions were not properly before the su- 
perior court. For the same reason, there was error in the inclusion 
in the judgment of the several conclusions of law stated therein and 
quoted above in the statement of the facts. The erroneous portion of 
the decree and these conclusions of law are, therefore, stricken from 
the judgment. As so modified, the Judgment of the superior court is 
affirmed. 


Modified and affirmed. 





CITY OF RALEIGH vy. NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY 
No. 31 


(Filed 11 July 1869) 


1. Municipal Corporations § 85; Railroads § 2— municipal ordinance 
requiring reconstruction of railroad trestle — allocation of cost 
Where a municipality, pursuant to its police power, seeks to compel a 
railroad to reconstruct a trestle at its full or partial expense, the alloca- 
tion of the cost is a part of its legislative function. 


2. Constitutional Law § 11; Municipal Corporations § 29— munic- 
ipal police power — judicial review 
When an ordinance exercising the municipal police power is properly 
before the court so as to present a justiciable controversy, it is the 
province of the court to determine whether the police power has been 
exercised within constitutional limits. 


8. Constitutional Law § 13; Municipal Corporations § 35; Railroads 
§ 2— ordinance requiring railroad to rebuild overpass — validity — 
allocation of cost 


The allocation of the cost is a special factor to be considered by the 
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court in determining the validity of an exercise of the municipal police 
power in requiring a railroad to reconstruct an overpass, 


Constitutional Law § 11— police power of the states 


The police power rests in the individual states, and in the exercise 
thereof the legislature may enact laws, within constitutional limitations, 
to protect or promote the health, morals, order, safety and general wel- 
fare of society. 


Constitutional Law §§ 8, 11; Municipal Corporations § 29—  dele- 
gation of police power to municipality 

The General Assembly may delegate to a municipality, as an agency of 
the State, authority to enact ordinances in the exercise of the police power, 
such ordinances being subject to the same constitutional limitations as are 
the police powers exercised directly by the State. 


. Constitutional Law § 11— exercise of police power — appellate re- 


view 

In reviewing an exercise of the police power, it is the sole duty of the 
court to ascertain whether the act violates any constitutional limitation, 
the question of public policy being solely within the province of the legis- 
lature. 


Constitutional Law § 11— police power 


Generally, the police power can only be exercised by a body possessing 
legislative power. 


Municipal Corporations § 29— _ exercise of municipal police power 

Police powers of a municipality are to be carried into effect and dis- 
charged through provisions of ordinances or resolutions enacted by the 
governing authority at a meeting legally called. 


Declaratory Judgment Act § i _ validity and construction of a 
statute 

The Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act, G.S, 1-258, et seqg., furnishes 
a proper method for determining all controversies relative to the con- 
struction and validity of a statute. 


Declaratory Judgment Act § 1— jurisdiction of court — consent 
of parties 

Parties cannot confer jurisdiction upon a court in declaratory judgment 
proceedings by consent, Stipulation or agreement. 


Declaratory Judgment Act § 1— justiciable controversy — validity 
of proposed ordinance 


No justiciable controversy determinable under the Declaratory Judg- 
ment Act is presented where, pursuant to agreement between plaintiff 
municipality and defendant railroad, defendant has reconstructed a raii- 
way overpass and the parties have submitted to the court for determina- 
tion the validity of a proposed ordinance which would require the defend- 
ant railroad to bear the entire expense of such reconstruction, no wrong 
having resulted to either party by reason of a proposed ordinance not yet 
enacted. 


Parker, C.J., took no part in the consideration or decision of this case, 
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Appral by plaintiff from decision of the North Carolina Court of 
Appeals filed 26 February 1969 and reported in 4 N.C. App. 1. 


This is an action for declaratory judgment brought pursuant to 
Article 26 of Chapter 1 of the North Carolina General Statutes. The 
parties are seeking to determine if the City can require defendant 
railway company to bear the entire cost of constructing a new over- 
pass bridge to replace the original bridge carrying defendant’s tracks 
over Peace Street in the City. 


On 18 January 1907 plaintiff City adopted an ordinance grant- 
ing defendant’s predecessor a franchise to construct, maintain, and 
operate a railroad in Raleigh. Among other things, the franchise gave 
the railroad the authority to build a bridge for its tracks across 
Peace Street in accord with certain specifications. Pursuant to and 
in conformity with these specifications the railroad built the bridge 
across Peace Street so that the bridge abutments were constructed 
on the street right of way. 


On 2 March 1959 the Raleigh City Council approved a ‘‘thorough- 
fare plan” for the City designating certain streets, including Peace 
Street, which would be widened to accommodate increased amounts 
of automotive traffic within the City. The proposed widening of 
Peace Street required the reconstruction of defendant’s bridge and in 
1962 the City and defendant railroad jointly prepared plans for a 
new bridge with the understanding that the City would bear the en- 
tire cost. The City Attorney, after learning that the abutments of 
defendant’s bridge were in the City’s Peace Street right of way, pro- 
posed that the City adopt an ordinance requiring the railway at its 
own expense to remove the bridge abutments from the right of way 
and assessing a penalty for the failure to do so within a certain time. 
The railway appeared before the City Council in opposition to the 
proposed ordinance, and after extended consideration the parties en- 
tered into an agreement, dated 8 January 1968, under which the 
railroad was to reconstruct the bridge and the parties were to submit 
to the Superior Court of Wake County the question of which party 
should ultimately bear the cost of reconstructing the bridge. The 
City never adopted the proposed ordinance requiring the railroad to 
remove the bridge abutments from the City’s right of way. 


At the November 1967 Non-Jury Civil Session of Wake Superior 
Court Canady, J., made detailed findings of fact relating to the 
changed conditions which had occurred in the years after the grant- 
ing of the 1907 franchise to defendant’s predecessor. Reference is 
made to the opinion by Parker, J., of the North Carolina Court of 
Appeals, reported in 4 N.C. App. 1, for a full statement of the facts 
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including the findings of fact and conclusions of law of Canady, J., 
in Wake Superior Court. Here, it is sufficient to note that the change 
in conditions had been adverse to the railroad economically and that 
increased motor vehicle traffic, instead of any need for change by 
the railroad, motivated the reconstruction of the bridge. Judge Canady 
concluded that it would be an unreasonable exercise of the police 
power for the City to impose on the railroad the entzre cost of re- 
building the bridge and entered judgment requiring the City to bear 
the entire cost of the new bridge. From this judgment the City ap- 
pealed to the Court of Appeals. The Court of Appeals affirmed the 
judgment of the Wake Superior Court. Pursuant to the provisions 
of N. C. Gen. Stat. Sec. 7A-30(1), the City appealed to this Court. 


Donald L. Smith for plaintiff City of Raleigh. 
R. N. Simms, Jr., for defendant Ralway Company. 


Joyner, Moore & Howvison for Southern Railway Co., and Maupin, 
Taylor & Ellis for Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Company — Amici 
Curie. 


BraNncuH, J. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is based on the principles 
set forth in Winston-Salem v. Southern Ry., 248 N.C. 637, 105 8.1. 
20°37. 


The majority view in this country recognizes that an ordinance 
in the interest of public safety, convenience or welfare which re- 
quires a railroad to construct or reconstruct, at its expense, passage- 
ways over or under streets and highways, without regard to which 
was first in existence, is a reasonable exercise of the police power. 
Atchison, T. & 8S. F. Ry. v. Public Utilities Commission, 346 US. 
346, 98 L. Ed. 51, 74 8. Ct. 92; Erie R. R. v. Board of Public Util- 
ties Commissioners, 254 U.S. 394, 65 L. Ed. 322, 41 8. Ct. 169; Chi- 
cago, Mil. & St. P. Ry., v. Minneapolis, 232 U.S. 430, 58 L. Ed. 671, 
34 8. Ct. 400. See also Atlantic Coast Line Rh. &. v. Goldsboro, 155 
N.C. 356, 71 S.E. 514, aff’d, 282 U.S. 548, 58 L. Ed. 721, 34 8. Ct. 364. 


The rationale of these cases is that the public has a superior right 
to the safe and unimpeded use of streets and highways and since the 
railroad has obstructed such use, the cost to the railroad is damnum 
absque injuria. Missourt Pac. Ry. v. Omaha, 235 U.S. 121, 59 L. 
Ed. 157, 35 8. Ct. 82. 


In the case of Winston-Salem v. Southern Ry., supra, the city’s 
charter provided that the city could require any railroad company, 
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at its own expense, to construct, maintain and repair crossings at 
grade, over or under its streets. The governing body of the city en- 
acted an ordinance requiring the defendant railroad to rebuild at its 
entire expense an existing trestle over a city street in order to ac- 
commodate increased traffic which would be caused by a proposed 
city thoroughfare. The city sought a writ of mandamus to enforce 
the ordinance. The defendant railroad challenged both the ordinance 
and the charter provision under which it was enacted as being arbi- 
trary, unreasonable and unconstitutional. The defendant railroad 
introduced evidence of special facts which tended to show that rail- 
roads were in a losing competitive fight with other modes of trans- 
portation and could no longer effectively pass on costs of improve- 
ment and building to the public by rate increases; that benefit from 
overpass or underpass construction or improvement accrued to their 
strongest competitors, motor transports; that the municipality re- 
ceived large amounts for street improvement from gasoline taxes 
and ad valorem taxes on motor vehicles; that there was a strong 
legislative trend towards relieving railroads from payment of costs 
for overpass and underpass construction. 


The trial court granted mandamus. The Supreme Court reversed 
the trial court, holding that the ordinance and the charter provisions 
were unconstitutional as applied to the facts of the case, in that it 
was an unreasonable exercise of the police power, depriving the de- 
fendant of its constitutional right of due process. The Court in so 
deciding said: 


(T)he police power is subject to all the constitutional lim- 
itations which protect basic property rights, and therefore must 
be exercised at all times in subordination to Federal and State 
constitutional limitations and guarantees. Clinard v. Winston- 
Salem, 217 N.C. 119, 6 S.E. 2d 867; Brewer v. Valk, supra (204 
N.C. 186); Clinton v. Ou Co., 198 N.C. 482, 137 S.E. 188; S. 
v, Whitlock, 149 N.C. 542, 63 S.E. 128; S. v. Williams, 146 N.C. 
618, 61 S.E. 61. 


(W)hat was at one time regarded as an improper ex- 
ercise of the police power may now, because of changed condi- 
tions, be recognized as a legitimate exercise of that power. Eliza- 
beth City v. Aydlett, 201 N.C. 602, 161 S.E. 78; Miller v. Board 
of Public Works, supra; 11 Am. Jur., Constitutional Law, Sec. 
253. Similarly, a police regulation or measure, although valid 
when promulgated, may become unreasonable and confiscatory 
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in operation as a result of later events or changed conditions. 
Nashville C. & St. L. R. Co. v. Walters, supra. 


Upon consideration of these special facts and all the sur- 
rounding circumstances of the case, we conclude that the ordi- 
nance of the City of Winston-Salem requiring the defendant 
railway company to pay the entire expense of rebuilding the 
trestle amounts to an unreasonable exercise of the police power, 
amounting to an invasion of the company’s property rights in 
violation of the constitutional guarantee provided by the “law 
of the land” or ‘due process” section of the Constitution of 
North Carolina. Article I, Section 17. (emphasis ours) 


See Nashville, C. & St. L. Ry. v. Walters, 294 U.S. 405, 79 L. Ed. 
949, 55 S. Ct. 486. 


The case of Winston-Salem v. Southern Ry., supra, applies well- 
recognized constitutional principles and, without overruling the ma- 
jority view, reaches its conclusions by factual distinctions based prin- 
cipally on absence of the elements of public safety and danger to 
the public. It is important to note that in that case the Court con- 
cluded that the ordinance requiring the defendant to pay ‘‘the entire 
expense of rebuilding the trestle amounts to an unreasonable exer- 
cise of the police power, amounting to an invasion of the company’s 
property rights in violation of the constitutional guarantee provided 
by the ‘law of the land’ or ‘due process’ section of the Constitution 
of North Carolina, Article I, Section 17.” (Emphasis ours) 


Our courts are thus confronted with the enigma of what portion 
of the costs may be allocated to the railroad by the city without 
constituting the exercise of its pclice power unreasonable and arbi- 
trary. Clearly, the proper forum for relief is the legislative. The 
Legislature has enacted statutes authorizing the Highway Commis- 
sion to allocate the costs in eliminating or safeguarding grade cross- 
ings, underpasses, or overpasses, where any road or street forming a 
part of the State Highway System is concerned (N. C. Gen. Stat. 
#136.20(b)) and has further authorized the Utilities Commission to 
require the raising or lowering of any tracks or roadways at any 
grade crossing 1n a road or street not forming a link in or part of 
the State Highway System (N. C. Gen. Stat. #62-223) and to allo- 
cate the costs thereof. ‘The statutory formula for allocation of the 
costs provides “that the cost of construction of such underpass or 
overpass or the installation of such safety device shall be allocated 
between the railroad company and the Commission in the same ratio 
as the net benefits received by such railroad company from the 


460 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 





Crry OF RaALeIcGH v. R. R. Co. 


project bear to the net benefits accruing to the public using the high- 
way, and in no case shall the net benefits to any railroad company 
or companies be deemed to be more than ten per cent (10%) of the 
total benefits resulting from the project.” N. C. Gen. Stat. § 186-20(b). 


This legislative trend is further indicated by the Federal High- 
ways Act of 1958, 23 U.S.C. § 180 (1964), under which railroads are 
required to pay for overpasses or underpasses where federal money 
goes into the projects only in proportion to the benefits received, and 
in no case are the railroads required to pay in excess of ten per cent 
of the cost incurred. 


At least one jurisdiction has recognized legislative enactments as 
creating state policy limiting the municipality’s general police power. 
Memphis v. Southern Ry., 167 Tenn. 181, 67 S.W. 2d 582. 


[1-3] Whether the same formula and limitations should apply 
where municipal streets are concerned is a matter for the Legislature. 
We do not consider it to be the province of the courts to allocate the 
cost between the municipality and the railroad. Where the munici- 
pality, pursuant to its police power, seeks to compel a railroad to re- 
construct a trestle at its full or partial expense, the allocation of the 
cost 1s a part of its legislative function. When an ordinance exercis- 
ing the municipal police power is properly before the court so as to 
present a justiciable controversy, it is the province of the court to 
determine whether the police power has been exercised within con- 
stitutional limits. State v. Whitaker, 228 N.C. 352, 45 S.E. 2d 860. 
In making this decision the allocation of the cost is a special factor 
to be considered by the court in determining the validity of the ex- 
ereise of the police power. 


The lack of guidelines or standards for the allocation of costs in 
cases of this nature creates an uncertain and uncharted area in the 
exercise of municipal police power. This unsatisfactory condition 
does not, however, warrant the court’s intrusion into the legislative 
area, in violation of Article I, Section 8, of the North Carolina Con- 
stitution. 


We turn to the determinative question of whether a justiciable 
controversy is here presented. 


[5-8] The police power rests in the individual states, and in the 
exercise thereof the legislature may enact laws, within constitutional 
limits, to protect or promote the health, morals, order, safety, and 
general welfare of society. State v. Ballance, 229 N.C. 764, 51 S.E. 
2d 731; State v. Whitaker, supra. The General Assembly may dele- 
gate to a municipality, as an agency of the State, authority to enact 
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ordinances in the exercise of the police power. State v. Scoggins, 286 
N.C. 1, 72 S.E. 2d 97. However, the municipality has only such 
powers as are delegated to it, and such powers are, of course, sub- 
ject to the same constitutional limitations as are police powers exer- 
cised directly by the State. Winston-Salem v. Southern Ry., supra. 
In reviewing the exercise of the police power, it 1s the sole duty of 
the court to ascertain whether the act: violates any constitutional 
limitation, the question of public policy being solely within the 
province of the legislature. State v. Whitaker, supra. Generally, the 
police power can only be exercised by a body possessing legislative 
power, 16 C.J.S., Constitutional Law § 177 (1956), and it is generally 
accepted that the police powers of a municipality are to be carried 
into effect and discharged through provisions of ordinances or reso- 
lutions enacted by the Council or other governing authority at a 
meeting legally called. 37 Am. Jur. Municipal Corporations § 52 
(1941; 2 McQuillin, Municipal Corporations § 10.30, at 816 (8d ed. 
1966 rev. vol.) 


[9] The Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act, codified as N. C. 
Gen. Stat. § 1-258 et seqg., furnishes a proper method for determin- 
ing all controversies relative to the construction and validity of a 
statute. Woodard v. Carteret County, 270 N.C. 55, 153 S.E. 2d 809. 


N. C. Gen. Stat. § 1-254 states: 


Any person interested under a deed, will, written contract or 
other writings constituting a contract, or whose rights, status 
or other legal relations are affected by a statute, municipal 
ordinance, contract or franchise, may have determined any 
question of construction or validity arising under the instru- 
ment, statute, ordinance, contract, or franchise, and obtain a 
declaration of rights, status, or other legal relations thereunder. 
A contract may be construed either before or after there has 
been a breach thereof. 


In the case of Angell v. Raleigh, 267 N.C. 387, 148 S.E. 2d 233, 
citizens and taxpavers of the City of Raleigh instituted a proceed- 
ing under the Declaratory Judgment Act to determine the validity 
of an ordinance authorizing the City to grant licenses for installation 
and operation of a community antenna television system. No licenses 
had been issued by the City. The trial court held the ordinance 
valid. This Court held that no justiciable controversy existed, and 
in part stated: 


In the case of Inde v. Mears, 231 N.C. 111, 56 S.E. 2d 404, 
Ervin, J., speaking for the Court, said: 
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“There is much misunderstanding as to the object and scope 
of this legislation (the Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act). 
Despite some notions to the contrary, it does not undertake to 
convert judicial tribunals into counsellors and impose upon them 
the duty of giving advisory opinions to any parties who may 
come into court and ask for either academic enlightenment or 
practical guidance concerning their legal affairs. Tryon v. Power 
Co., 222 N.C. 200, 22 S.E. 2d 450; Allison v. Sharp, 209 N.C. 
477, 184 S.E. 27; Poore v. Poore, 201 N.C. 791, 161 S.E. 582; 
Anderson on Declaratory Judgments, Section 13. This observa- 
tion may be stated in the vernacular in this wise: The Uniform 
Declaratory Judgment Act does not license litigants to fish in 
judicial ponds for legal advice.” 


In the case of Development Co. v. Braxton, 239 N.C. 427, 
79 S.E. 2d 918, in 1950 the Federal Government by contract 
leased to plaintiff, a domestic corporation, a certain tract of 
land lying entirely within Cumberland County. The lease was 
for a period of 75 years. The lessee obligated itself to construct 
and maintain on said leased land a housing project of 500 units 
for Army personnel. 


In 1952 Cumberland County notified plaintiff that said prop- 
erty of plaintiff would be assessed for ad valorem taxes. The 
plaintiff, protesting, asserted that said property was not subject 
to taxation by the county and requested that the question be 
submitted to the court for decision under the Declaratory Judg- 
ment Act. The county agreed, and thereupon the proceeding was 
instituted. 


The question presented for decision was: “Does Cumberland 


County have the right to levy and collect ad valorem taxes on the 
aforesaid property or any part thereof? 


Barnhill, J., (ater C.J.) said: 


“Here the facts agreed do not set forth a ‘question in differ- 
ence which might be the subject of a civil action.’ The defend- 
ant County has made no assessment. Neither has it levied upon 
this or any other property of plaintiff in an attempt to collect a 
tax on the property involved. No right of plaintiff has been de- 
nied or violated. It has suffered no wrong. It has sustained no 
loss either real or imaginary. On the facts agreed no justiciable 
question on which the court, in a civil action, could render a 
judgment is disclosed. 
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“Does the County have the right to tax the property of 
plaintiff which is located on the Fort Bragg Military Reserva- 
tion? The County asserts this right. Plaintiff denies that it 
exists. The controversy thus created presents a purely abstract 
question. Any judgment putting it to rest would be wholly ad- 
visory in nature.” 


The appeal was dismissed. 


In the instant case the City of Raleigh has issued no license 
pursuant to the provisions of the ordinance alleged to be uncon- 
stitutional. Moreover, nothing has been done in connection with 
said ordinance that has violated any rights of the plaintiffs. 


See also Little v. Wachovia Bank and Trust Co., 252 N.C. 229, 1138 
S.E. 2d 689; NASCAR, Inc. v. Blevins, 242 N.C. 282, 87 S.E. 2d 490. 


Borchard, Declaratory Judgments, 62 63 (2d ed. 1941) states: 


So, a plaintiff contesting the applicability or validity of re- 
strictive regulations under the police power need do no more 
than show that they in some way affect him deleteriously. But 


or immunity would be premature. 


We find in 2 Anderson, Actions for Declaratory Judgments § 621, 
at 1415 (2d ed. 1951) the following: 


Indeed it is unnecessary for the assailed statute to have taken 
effect in order to entitle one whose rights it affects to contest the 
same by declaratory action. However, it is well settled that the 
court will not entertain a declaratory action with respect to the 
effect and validity of a statute in advance of its enactment. 
(emphasis ours) 


In instant case there are five instruments which might appear to 
support a declaration of rights under N. C. Gen. Stat. § 1-254: the 
franchise of 1907, the thoroughfare plan adopted on 2 March 1959, 
the resolution adopted 7 January 1963 relative to the thoroughfare 
plan, the agreement dated 8 January 1963, and the proposed ordi- 
nance to require the railroad to remove the bridge abutments on 
West Peace Street. 


The franchise of 1907 granted to the railroad the right to con- 
struct the trestle. The trestle was constructed according to the terms 
of the franchise, which resulted in the placing of abutments in the 
right of way on Peace Street. The only way that the city could com- 
pel the railroad to remove the abutments is by the passage of an 
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ordinance in the exercise of its police power. There is no contro- 
versy as to the rights of either party under the franchise, since the 
parties readily concede that the city under the facts here presented 
has the power to have the bridge reconstructed. The real question 
presented is which party shall bear the cost. A declaration of the 
rights of the parties under the franchise will not provide the answer. 


The thoroughfare plan which designated certain streets to be 
widened and the resolution relative to the thoroughfare plan dated 
7 January 1963 in no way imposed any obligation on the railroad to 
remove its bridge abutments so as to create an actual controversy 
between the city and the railroad. 


{10] The agreement of 8 January 1963 amounts merely to a re- 
cital of facts and an agreement by the parties to seek a declaration 
of rights under the Declaratory Judgment Act. Parties cannot con- 
fer jurisdiction upon a court in declaratory judgment proceedings 
by consent, stipulation or agreement. 22 Am. Jur. 2d Declaratory 
Judgments § 75 (1965). 


[11] The very crux of this appeal lics in the construction of a 
proposed ordinance which the city has not enacted. The city has not 
exercised its granted police power by enacting the proposed ordi- 
nance. Proposal of the ordinance offers no assurance of its passage. No 
wrong has resulted to either party by reason of the proposed ordinance. 
The facts here alleged and found by the trial judge present a wholly 
abstract question and our decision on such facts would be purely 
advisory. 

Construing the Declaratory Judgment Act liberally, as required 
by N. C. Gen. Stat. § 1-264, we hold that the trial court and the 
Court of Appeals erred in attempting to declare the rights of the 
parties since no justiciable controversy now exists between them. 


The cause is remanded to the Court of Appeals with direction 
that it enter an order directing the Superior Court of Wake County 
to vacate the judgment entered and dismiss the action in this cause. 


Cause remanded and judgment vacated. 


Parker, C.J., took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this case. 
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2. 


3. 


4. 


SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY v. CITY OF WINSTON-SALEM 
NOs 2 


(Filed 11 July 1869) 


Constitutional Law § 11— police power of the State 


The General Assembly, exercising the police power of the State, may 
legislate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and general 
welfare of the people, and has conferred such legislative authority upon 
the Board of Aldermen of Winston-Salem. G.S. 160-52; G.S. 160-200(6), 
(7) and (10); Ch. 232, Private Laws of 1927. 


Railroads § 2— grade crossing — danger to the public — warning 


devices 

Where trains eross a highway or street at grade, the crossing is 
hazardous and a danger to persons and property, such danger being 
lessened, but not eliminated, by the installation and maintenance of auto- 
matie signal devices, 


Railroads § 2— grade crossing warning devices — benefits to rail- 


way company 

Automatie signalling devices at grade crossings benefit the railway com- 
pany (1) by reducing the risk of liability for personal injury and property 
damage claims growing out of collisions at the crossings, and (2) by re- 
ducing the risk of damage to its own equipment. 


Municipal Corporations § 35; Railroads § 2— ordinance requiring 


grade crossing warning device — validity 

Board of Aldermen of Winston-Salem had authority to provide that 
automatic signal devices be constructed and maintained at grade cross- 
ings of railway’s tracks with city streets. 


Highways and Cartways § 4; Municipal Corporations §§ 33, 35— 


city streets — State highway system — sufficiency of evidence 

In this action to determine the validity of a municipal ordinance re- 
quiring a railway to install automatic signal devices at two grade cross- 
ings and allocating the costs of the signals between the municipality and 
the railway, findings by the trial court that the streets in question are not 
links in or parts of the State-maintained system of roads, that no State 
Highway funds have been used in the construction or maintenance thereof, 
and that the State Highway Department has never exerted or attempted 
to exert any control over such streets or either of the grade crossings 
are held supported by competent evidence. 


6. Constitutional Law §§ 18, 28; Municipal Corporations § 35; Rail- 


roads § 2— allocation of costs of grade crossing warning devices 
A municipality has authority, in the exercise of its police power to pro- 
mote public safety and convenience, to allocate to the railway company 
some portion of the costs of the installation and maintenance of automatic 
signal devices at grade crossings of its tracks with city streets, such allo- 
eation constituting a denial of the railway company’s constitutional right 
to substantive due process only if the proportion of the costs allocated to 
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it is so unreasonable as to constitute an arbitrary taking of the railway 
company’s property. 


4%. Constitutional Law §§ 13, 23; Municipal Corporations § 35; Rail- 
roads § 2—~ municipal ordinance allocating costs of grade crossing 
warning device — constitutionality 


Railway company’s constitutional right to substantive due process was 
not violated by a municipal ordinance requiring the railway company to 
pay 63% of the cost of installing automatic signal devices at two grade 
erossings of its tracks with city streets and all of the annual cost of 
maintenance thereof, such allocation of costs being reasonable under the 
existing facts and circumstances. 


8. Highways and Cartways § 4; Railroads § 2— cost allocation for 
grade crossing improvements —G.S. 136-20 and G.S. 62-237 
The cost allocation formula for grade crossing safety devices and the 
limitation on the percentage of such costs to be borne by the railway 
company prescribed in G.S. 186-20 does not apply where the streets in- 
volved, at the location of the crossings, are not links in or parts of the 
State Highway System, and the eosf allocation formula and limitation pre- 
scribed in G.S. 62-237 do not apply where the raising or lowering of tracks 
or roadway at a grade crossing in a road or street not forming a link in 
or part of the State Highway System is not involved. 


9. Municipal Corporations §§ 88, 35; Railroads § 2— allocation of 

costs of grade crossing improvements — State policy —- municipalities 

G.S. 186-20 and G.S. 62-237 do not establish a State policy with respect 

to the allocation of costs of grade crossing safety devices and other grade 

crossing improvements which is binding upon the governing body of a 
municipality in administering city streets. 


AppEaL by plaintiff under G.S. 7A-30(1) from the Court of Ap- 
peals. 


Civil action in which plaintiff (Railway Company) seeks a judg- 
ment declaring unconstitutional and void, as applied to the factual 
situations here involved, two ordinances of defendant (City), and 
an injunction against the enforcement thereof. 


The ordinances, adopted March 20, 1967, relate to widely sep- 
arated grade crossings, viz.. (1) The crossing in the northern sector 
of City where Railway Company’s single track crosses 27th Street; 
and (2) the crossing in the western sector of City where Railway 
Company’s single track crosses Bethesda Road. They require that 
Railway Company shall maintain automatic signal devices at the 
street approaches to these crossings. Each provides for the payment 
by City of one-half of the cost of constructing the required auto- 
matic signal devices “up to a maximum of $5,000.00.” 


Plaintiff alleged the provisions of these ordinances are unreason- 
able and arbitrary; that enforcement thereof would constitute an 
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unlawful taking of plaintiff’s property without due process of law; 
that Section 54 of the Charter of Winston-Salem (Chapter 232, Pri- 
vate Laws of 1927), as applied to the factual situations here in- 
volved, is unconstitutional and void; and that, apart from constitu- 
tional considerations, the proportion of costs allocated to Railway 
Company exceeds the maximum permissible under designated Gen- 
eral Statutes declaratory of State policy, including G.S. 136-20. 


In its answer, in addition to a general denial of plaintiff’s crucial 
allegations, City alleged that eech of the crossings, under existing 
conditions, constitutes “a hazard to persons and property” on ac- 
count of “the lack of any signaling devices warning of approaching 
trains”; that the safety of the public required “that proper signal- 
ing devices be installed at both crossings’; and that the challenged 
ordinances were enacted by its Board of Aldermen in the exercise of 
City’s authority “to enact such ordinances as are necessary to pro- 
tect and safeguard the health, safety and general welfare of the 
public.” City’s answer contains no reference to Section 54 or any 
other portion of City’s Charter. 


It was stipulated “that the Court might hear the evidence with- 
out a jury, make determinations of fact if any issues of fact arose 
during the trial, reach conclusions of law and enter a judgment. 

.’ The cement recites that, “upon the evidence presented,” 
the court found the facts set forth in paragraphs numbered 1 through 

2. The court, as a basis for Findings of Fact Nos. 1 through 37, 
peel with immaterial variations, the facts which were stipulated 
(for the purposes of this case) by the parties. The paragraphs desig- 
nated Findings of Fact Nos. 38 through 42 include legal conclusions 
as well as factual findings based on evidence. 


Reference is made to the statement of facts by Parker, J., in 
his opinion for the Court of Appeals, for a full and accurate sum- 
mary of the stipulated (admitted) faets and of the findings to which 
Railway Company excepted. Restatement at length is deemed un- 
necessary. 


Based upon the findings of fact set forth therein, and in accord- 
ance with his stated conclusions of law, Judge Olive adjudged the 
ordinances valid. He ordered that Railway Company construct the 
required automatic signal devices and place them in operation within 
four months from the date of judgment; that City reimburse Rail- 
way Company “for one-half (44) of the cost of installation of such 
automatic signal devices at each crossing, up to a maximum of 
$5,000.00 for each crossing’; and that Railway Company “shall 
thereafter maintain said signals. “ 
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are 


In appealing to the Court of Appeals, Railway Company as- 
signed errors based on its exceptions (1) to certain of the findings 
of fact set forth in the paragraphs designated Findings of Fact Nos. 
39 through 42, (2) to each and all of the conclusions of law set forth 
in the judgment, and (38) to the judgment itself. Upon appeal, the 
judgment was affirmed. 4 N.C. App. 11, 165 S.E. 2d 751. 


Joyner, Moore & Howtson; Deal, Hutchins & Minor; and Wil- 
ham K. Davis for plaintiff appellant. 


Hudson, Petree, Stockton, Stockton & Robinson and Thomas E. 
Capps for defendant appellee. 


Maupin, Taylor & Ellis for Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Com- 
pany, amicus cure. 


Bopssitt, J. 


[1] The General Assembly, exercising the police power of the 
State, may legislate for the protection of the public health, safety, 
morals and general welfare of the people. It has conferred this legis- 
lative authority upon the Board of Aldermen of City by the Gen- 
eral Statutes codified as G.S. 160-52 and G.S. 160-200(6), (7) and 
(10) and by Chapter 232, Private Laws of 1927, City’s Charter. 


City, in its brief, quotes the following portions of Section 54 of 
City’s Charter, viz.: “The city of Winston-Salem shall have the 
control and supervision of all street crossings where railroads and 
street car tracks intersect or cross its streets, whether such crossings 
be at grade, over or under its streets. . . . The said city shall have 
the power to require such railroad company or street railway com- 
pany, at its own expense, to construct, maintain and repair all such 
crossings at grade, over or under its streets as aforesaid. . . .” 
(Our italics.) 


In Winston-Salem v. R. R., 248 N.C. 637, 105 S.E. 2d 37, City re- 
lied upon the quoted portions of Section 54 of City’s Charter as au- 
thority for the ordinance then under consideration. The ordinance 
required Railway Company, at its entire expense, to rebuild its over- 
pass trestle at entended length so that the width of the space under 
the trestle available for vehicular traffic would be sufficient to ac- 
commodate, in addition to existing trafic on Northwest Boulevard, 
the traffic on a street to be opened (Broad Street Extension) and to 
cross Northwest Boulevard under the trestle. This Court held the 
portion of Section 54 of City’s Charter purporting to authorize the 
requirement that Railway Company rebuild the overpass trestle “at 
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its own expense” was unconstitutional and void, as applied to the 
facts of that case, in that it constituted “an unreasonable exercise 
of the police power, amounting to an invasion of the company’s 
property rights in violation of the constitutional guarantee provided 
by the ‘law of the land’ or ‘due process’ section of the Constitution 
of North Carolina. Article I, Section 17.” Id. at 655. 


The quoted portions of Section 54 purport to authorize City to 
require a railroad company to construct, maintain and repair the 
crossings “at its own expense.” They do not refer to the construction, 
maintenance or repair of automatic or other signaling devices. 


The ordinances now under consideration contain no reference to 
the quoted portions of Section 54 or any other provision of City’s 
Charter. City, in its answer, asserted that its authority for the ordi- 
nances now under consideration derives from the police power con- 
ferred upon it by the General Assembly. Judge Olive and the Court 
of Appeals so held. If otherwise applicable, the quoted portions of 
Section 54 establish no rule or formula for apportionment of the 
improvement costs as between the municipality and the railroad 
company. 


The stipulated (agreed) facts support Judge Olive’s Finding of 
Fact No. 41 that the grade crossing at 27th Street and the grade 
crossing at Bethesda Road “constitute hazardous crossings and a 
danger to persons and property.” Plaintiff’s exception to this find- 
ing of fact is without merit. 


[2, 3] The present factual situations are well and accurately dis- 
tinguished from that involved in Winston-Salem v. R. R., supra, by 
Parker, J., in his opinion for the Court of Appeals. Where trains 
cross a highway or street at grade, the crossing is hazardous and a 
danger to persons and property. The danger is lessened, but not 
eliminated, by the installation and maintenance of automatic signal 
devices. Without doubt, these benefit Railway Company (1) by re- 
ducing the risk of liability for personal injury and property damage 
claims growing out of collisions at the crossings, and (2) by reduc- 
ing the risk of damage to its own equipment. 


Finding of Fact No. 38 establishes that ‘(t)he cost of installing 
a standard railroad crossing flashing light signal is approximately 
$13,250.00 for each installation, with annual maintenance costs for 
each installation of approximately $750.00; and, the standard light 
fixtures to be angled to the west and east at an approximate addi- 
tional cost of $300.” Assuming $13,550.00 would be the cost of con- 
struction at each crossing, the ordinances require that Railway Com- 
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pany pay approximately 63% ($8,536.50 plus) thereof and all (ap- 
proximately $750.00) of the annual cost of maintenance. 


[4] The Board of Aldermen had authority to provide that auto- 
matic signal devices be constructed and maintained at each of the 
crossings here involved. The crucial question is whether the Board 
of Aldermen had authority to allocate the costs of construction and 
maintenance in this manner. 


[5] Railway Company excepted to Judge Olive’s findings that the 
portion of 27th Street between Farmall Street and Liberty Street 
and that Bethesda Road (formerly Maplewood Avenue) between 
Hawthorne Road and Stratford Road are not links in or parts of 
the State-maintained system of roads; that no State Highway funds 
have ever been used in the construction or maintenance thereof; and 
that the State Highway Department has never exerted or attempted 
to exert any control or supervision over these portions of 27th Street 
and of Bethesda Road or over either of the grade crossings. The 
Court of Appeals held, and we agree, that these findings are sup- 
ported by competent evidence. 


[6] Apart from the quoted portions of Section 54 of its Charter, 
City had authority, in the exercise of its police power to promote 
public safety and convenience, to allocate to Railway Company some 
portion of the costs of the installation and maintenance of auto- 
matic signal devices at the two crossings. Allocations so made would 
constitute a denial of Railway Company’s constitutional mght to 
substantive due process only if the proportion of the costs allocated 
to it was so unreasonable as to constitute an arbitrary taking of 
Railway Company’s property. 


Having reached the conclusion the Board of Aldermen of City 
had authority to allocate to Railway Company some portion of the 
costs of the installation and maintenance of automatic signal devices 
at the two crossings, we must next consider and determine the City’s 
authority to determine what portion of the costs is to be allocated to 
Railway Company. 


[7] City contends the authority of its Board of Aldermen to make 
this determination is subject only to the constttutional limitation 
that the allocation must not be so unreasonable as to constitute an 
arbitrary taking of Railway Company’s property. Accepting this 
contention, Judge Olive held the allocation made by City’s Board 
of Aldermen did not constitute a denial of Railway Company’s con- 
stitutional right to substantive due process. In accord with these 
bases of decision, the Court of Appeals affirmed Judge Olive’s judg- 
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ment. For the reasons set forth clearly and cogently by Parker, J., 
in his opinion for the Court of Appeals, we agree. Further elabora- 
tion 1s deemed unnecessary. 


Plaintiff contends the General Assembly, by the enactment of 
G.S. 136-20 and G.S. 62-237, has adopted a State policy with refer- 
ence to the allocation of costs in connection with crossing improve- 
ments. In support thereof, plaintiff cites City of Memphis v. Southern 
Ry. Co., 67 S.W. 2d 552 (Tenn. 1934). 


G.S. 136-20 applies “(w)henever any road or street forming a 
link in or a part of the State highway system . . . shall cross or 
intersect any railroad at the same level or grade. . . .” (Our italics.) 
Subsection (b) provides that, when the State Highway Commission 
orders a railroad company ‘‘to install and maintain gates, alarm 
signals or other approved safety devices,” such order “shall specify 
that the cost of . . . the installation of such safety device shall 
be allocated between the railroad company and the Commission in 
the same ratio as the net benefits received by such railroad company 
from the project bear to the net benefits accruing to the public using 
the highway, and in no case shall the net benefit to any railroad 
company or companies be deemed to be more than ten percent (10%) 
of the total benefits resulting from the project.” Subsection (h) pro- 
vides: “The cost of maintenance of safety devices at all intersec- 
tions of any railroad company and any street or road forming a 
link in or a part of the State Highway System which have been con- 
structed prior to July 1, 1959 or which shall be constructed there- 
after shall be borne fifty per cent (50%) by the railroad company 
and fifty per cent (50%) by the Highway Commission.” (Our 
italics.) 


G.S. 62-237 provides that the North Carolina Utilities Commis- 
sion “may require the raising or lowering of any tracks or roadway 
at any grade crossing in a road or street not forming a link in or 
part of the State Highway System and designate who shall pay for 
the same by partitioning the cost of said work and the maintenance 
of such crossing among the railroads and municipalities interested 
in accordance with the formula provided for grade crossing altera- 
tions or eliminations on the State Highway Svstem in G.S. 186-20(b).” 


[8] GS. 186-20 does not apply because the streets here involved, 
at the location of the crossings, are not links in or parts of the State 
Highway System. G.S. 62-237 does not apply because here “the 
raising or lowering of any tracks or roadway at any grade crossing 
in a road or street not forming a link in or part of the State Highway 
System” is not involved. 
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It is noted that the Federal statute now codified as 28 U.S.C. § 
130(b), which relates to the allocation of costs where Federal funds 
are involved, provides: “The Secretary may classify the various 
types of projects involved in the elimination of hazards of railway- 
highway crossings, and may set for each such classification a per- 
centage of the costs of construction which shall be deemed to repre- 
sent the net benefit to the railroad or railroads for the purpose of 
determining the railroad’s share of the cost of construction. The 
percentage so determined shall in no case exceed 10 per centum. The 
Secretary shall determine the appropriate classification of each pro- 
ject.” 


The formula and statutory limitation prescribed in G.S. 136-20 
and in G.S. 62-237 apply only to the specific factual situations set 
forth therein. They do not apply to the factual situations here in- 
volved. The General Assembly, if it sees fit to do so, may enact leg- 
islation providing that a similar formula and limitation shall apply 
to the allocation by the governing body of a municipality of the 
costs of installation and maintenance of ‘‘gates, alarm signals or 
other approved safety devices,’ or of other crossing improvements. 
Whether this should be done is a policy question to be answered by 
the Legislature and not by the courts. 


{9] Admittedly, the primary thrust of the decision in City of Mem- 
phis v. Southern Ry. Co., supra, is in accord with plaintiff’s contention. 
Suffice to say, that decision is not authoritative in this jurisdiction. Our 
view is that, although G.S, 186-20 and G.S, 62-237 may indicate a legisla- 
tive trend in the field of allocating costs of grade crossing improvements, 
these statutes fall short of establishing a State policy applicable to 
factual situations other than those to which they relate in express and 
specific terms. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals and opinion of Parker, J., for 
that court, are in all respects approved and affirmed. 


Affirmed. 
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BERNADINE WILES, d/b/a CENTERVIEW TAXI v. RALPH P. MULLINAX, 
JR., anD MULLINAX INSURANCE AGENCY, INC. 


No. 36 
(Filed 14 July 1969) 


1. Insurance §§ 4, 6; Appeal and Error § 68—~— construction of insur- 
ance binder — former appeal 
Construction of alleged insurance binders and their legal effect are ques- 
tions for the court, not the jury, and determinations of these questions by 
the Supreme Court upon a prior appeal are conclusive. 


2. Contracts § 12; Insurance § 6-— construction of two attached docu- 
ments 
Two sheets attached together as parts of a single communication must 
be construed as one document. 


8. Insurance § 4— = sufficiency of purported binder 


Document setting forth terms of former workmen’s compensation in- 
surance policy issued to plaintiff by one company and document attached 
thereto purportedly binding a second company to provide like coverage for 
plaintiff upon expiration of the old policy are held sufficient, when con- 
strued together, to constitute a binder for the second company to provide 
such coverage effective upon expiration of the old policy. 


4. Insurance § 4; Principal and Agent § 5— issuance of binders—au- 
thority of insurance agent—credibility of evidence 


The credibility of testimony by insurance agent that he issued alleged 
insurance binders and of the evidence of his authority from the insurance 
company to issue such documents is for the jury to determine. 


5. Insurance §§ 2, 4, 11— failure of agent to procure insurance cover- 
age — binders — authority of agent 
Defendant insurance agents would not be liable in this action for dam- 
ages allegedly sustained as a result of their negligent failure to procure 
for plaintiff a renewal or rewriting of workmen’s compensation insurance 
if they issued a binder for such coverage on behalf of either of two in- 
surance companies, and if they had authority from either company to 
issue such a binder for it, there being no contention and no evidence that 
any binder issued by defendants. for either insurance company was can- 
eelled by such company in the manner prescribed by G.S. 97-99(a). 


6. Insurance §8§ 2, 4; Principal and Agent § 5— _ extent of insurance 
agent’s authority — competency of testimony by agent 
Testimony by an insurance agent as to the extent of his authority to 
bind an insurance company for a particular risk is competent upon that 
question, though not conclusive. 


G7. Insurance §§ 2, 4; Principal and Agent § 5— authority of insur- 
ance agent to issue binder —-competency of company’s application 
form 

An application form issued by an insurance company for use by its 
agents and acknowledged by defendant insurance agent to have been in 
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his office at the time an alleged insurance binder was issued by the agent 
on behalf of the insurance company, which form states that under certain 
conditions the agent may not bind the risk, is competent upon the ques- 
tion of the authority of the agent to issue such a binder. 


8. Insurance § 4; Principal and Agent §§ 5, 7— insurance binders 


— limitations on agent’s authority 


Where all the evidence is to the effect that plaintiff, at the time in 
question, knew nothing of an alleged agency of defendant for a particu- 
lar insurer and did not know that an alleged binder for plaintiff’s cover- 
age had been issued by defendant on hehalf of such insurer, rules applicable 
to apparent authority do not apply, and a limitation upon the authority 
of defendant agent to issue such binder, imposed by the insurer and com- 
municated to the agent, is effective though the limitation was not known 
to plaintiff and though it was forgotten or overlooked by the agent at the 
time the supposed binder was issued; such limitation may, however, be 
rescinded by habitual disregard of it acquiesced in by the insurer. 


9. Insurance §§ 2, 4; Principal and Agent § 5— agency agreement — 


~_ 
Sd 


authority to issue insurance binders — evidence of issuance of such 
binders by agent 


Where defendants’ agency agreement with an insurance company does 
not state clearly their authority to issue binders for workmen’s com- 
pensation insurance but is susceptible to such construction, testimony 
by the individual defendant that from time to time, prior to and since 
the date in question, defendants have issued such binders on behalf of 
the insurance company would be sufficient, if found to be true, to establish 
the construction of the agency agreement by the parties thereto, and would 
be sufficient evidence to support a finding that they had such authority 
generally. 


Insurance §§ 2, 4; Principal and Agent § 5— _ limitation on au- 
thority of agent to issue binder 


Limitation placed by insurance company on authority of insurance agents 
to bind a risk which had been rejected by another insurer, if found by 
the jury to have been in effect at the time the alleged binder in question 
was issued, would deprive the agents of the authority to issue such binder 
on behalf of the insurer, where the evidence shows that the alleged binder 
was issued by the agents after they were notified that another insurer 
refused to issue the proposed policy. 


Insurance §§ 2, 4; Trial § 35— agent’s failure to procure insur- 
ance — binders — instructions — burden of proof 


In this action for damages allegedly sustained as the result of the neg- 
ligent failure of defendant insurance agents to procure for plaintiff a re- 
newal or a rewriting of workmen’s compensation insurance and their neg- 
ligent failure to notify plaintiff that they had not obtained such coverage, 
defendants contending that plaintiff had such coverage on the date in ques- 
tion through binders issued by them on behalf of two separate insurance 
companies, the court erred in giving the jury instructions which left the 
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jury free, in its unguided discretion, to find that defendants negligently 
failed to procure such coverage for plaintiff even though it believed de- 
fendants’ evidence that they issued one or both of the alleged binders and 
had authority from the company or companies to do so, such instructions 
erroneously placing upon defendants the burden of proving their per- 
formance of their undertaking. 


Evidence § 5— burden of proof 
Plaintiff must allege and prove all the essential elements of his cause of 
action, even though stated in the negative form. 


Evidence § 9— definition of affirmative defense 


Affirmative defenses are those which, in their nature, admit the matters 
so alleged by the plaintiff but assert other matters which, if true, will de- 
feat plaintiff’s right to recover. 


Insurance §§ 2, 11— agent's failure to procure insurance — burden 
of proof 

In an action for damages allegedly sustained as a result of the negligent 
failure of defendant insurance agents to procure for plaintiff a renewal 
or rewriting of workmen’s compensation insurance, failure of defendants 
to procure the insurance coverage for plaintiff in accordance with their 
undertaking is an essential element of plaintiff's cause of action and she 
bas the burden of proof upon that phase of the case. 


Trial § 35— burden of proof — conflicting instructions 


Instruction erroneously placing the burden of proof of an issue upon de- 
fendant is not cured by an earlier instruction which correctly placed the 
burden of proof of that issue upon plaintiff, since the jury cannot be 
deemed to have acted upon the correct instruction. 


Insurance §§ 2,11; Evidence 3 22; Judgments § 36— competency 
of opinion and award of Industrial Commission —res judicata 


In this action for damages allegedly sustained as a result of the negligent 
failure of defendant insurance agents to procure for plaintiff a renewal 
or rewriting of workmen’s compensation insurance, the trial court erred in 
the admission of an opinion and award of the Industrial Commission in 
which it was found that plaintiff had no compensation insurance on the 
date in question where defendants were not parties to the proceeding before 
the Industrial Commission, the Commission’s findings therefore not being 
res judicata as to defendants and not competent in this action. 


Insurance §§ 2, 11; Damages § 18; Trial § 6— amount of dam- 
ages stipulated —- competency of evidence of damages 


Where the parties stipulated the amount of damages recoverable, if any, 
in this action based upon the alleged negligent failure of defendant insur- 
ance agents to procure for plaintiff a renewal or rewriting of workmen’s 
compensation insurance, neither a workmen’s compensation award by the 
Industrial Commission to the widow of plaintiff's deceased employee nor 
portions of defendants’ further answer with reference thereto are admissi- 
ble in evidence, the issue of damages no longer remaining in the case, and 
the trial court should allow defendants’ pretrial motion that plaintiff be 
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instructed not to refer, in the presence of the jury, to the Industrial Com- 
mission award or to allegations in the pleadings relating thereto. 
18. Insurance §§ 2, 4, 11; Trial §§ 6, 40— negligent failure of insur- 
ance agent to procure insurance — stipulations —— binders — authority 
of agent: — issues for jury 
In this action for damages allegedly sustained as the result of the neg- 
ligent failure of defendant insurance agents to procure for plaintiff a 
renewal or rewriting of workmen’s compensation insurance and their neg- 
ligent failure to notify plaintiff that they had not obtained such coverage, 
wherein the parties stipulated that defendants undertook to procure such 
insurance for plaintiff and the amount of damages recoverable, if any, 
and defendants conceded that they did not notify plaintiff of any failure 
to procure such coverage, defendants contending that they had in fact 
obtained for plaintiff workmen’s compensation insurance through binders 
issued by them on behalf of two named insurance companies, the only 
issue for jury determination is whether defendants failed to procure for 
plaintiff workmen’s compensation insurance as they undertook to do, and 
the answer to this issue will turn npon the jury’s findings as to whether 
the defendants issued the alleged binder on behalf of either company and 
Whether, if they did, they had authority from such company to bind it upon 
such risk. 


SHARP, J., concurring in part, dissenting in part. 


Bossitt, J., joins in concurring and dissenting opinion. 


On certiorari to the Court of Appeals to review its decision reported 
in 4 N.C. App. 78. 


This is an action to recover damages for a loss alleged to have been 
sustained by the plaintiff as the result of the negligent failure of the de- 
fendants to procure a renewal or rewriting of workmen’s compensation 
insurance coverage for the operation of her taxicab business and their 
negligent failure to notify her that they had not obtained such coverage. 


Upon the first of two former appeals in this matter, reported in 267 
N.C, 392, 148 S.E. 2d 229, a judgment of nonsuit was reversed. Upon 
retrial in the superior court, judgment was entered for the plaintiff upon 
a verdict in her favor. On appeal therefrom, reported in 270 N.C. 661, 
155 S.E. 2d 246, a new trial was ordered. Upon the third trial in the 
superior court, the verdict of the jury was again in favor of the plaintiff 
and from judgment thereon the defendants appealed to the Court of 
Appeals. That court ordered another new trial, this being the decision 
now under review. 


The Court of Appeals ordered a new trial on two grounds: (1) The 
superior court erred in permitting the plaintiff to introduce into evi- 
dence, over objection, the opinion and award of the North Carolina 
Industrial Commission in a proceeding instituted before it against the 
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present plaintiff and others by the widow of her deceased employee, to 
which proceeding the present defendants were not parties; (2) the su- 
perior court erred in that the effect of its charge to the jury was to place 
upon the defendants the burden of proving that they had procured the 
desired insurance coverage. 

In the most recent trial in the superior court, the following issues 
were submitted to the jury without objection by either party: 


“1, Did the defendants undertake to procure workmen’s compen- 
sation insurance coverage for the plaintiff, as alleged in the Com- 
plaint? 


“2. Did the defendants negligently fail to procure such workmen’s 
compensation insurance coverage, as alleged in the Complaint? 


“3. Did the defendants fail to timely notify the plaintiff of 
their failure to procure workmen’s compensation insurance cover- 
age, as alleged in the Complaint? 


“4. What amount of damages, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to 
recover of the defendants?” 


The jury answered the first three issues “Yes” and the fourth issue 
“9 300.00,” having been instructed, by consent of the parties, so to answer 
the first issue. 


The complaint alleges that the damages sustained by the plain- 
tiff consisted of $8,400 paid by her, pursuant to the award of the 
Industrial Commission, as compensation to the widow of her deceased 
employee, $400 paid by her, pursuant to that award, for funeral ex- 
penses, and $500 paid by her as a fee to her attorney for representing 
her before the Industrial Commission. In the course of the most recent 
trial in the superior court, counsel for the defendants stipulated that 
the plaintiff had paid out these amounts. Prior to the commencement 
of the trial, counsel for the defendants filed a written motion that 
the plaintiff and her counsel be instructed not to mention in the presence 
of the jury the decision of the Industrial Commission, stipulating 
therein that the plaintiff would be entitled to recover these sums, 
totaling $9,300, if it should be determined that the defendants had 
negligently failed to procure for the plaintiff the insurance coverage. 


The defendants have never contended that, prior to the death of 
the plaintiff’s employee, they notified her that her former policy of 
insurance, procured for her by them, had expired or that they informed 
her of their efforts to obtain coverage for her with other insurance 
companies or of the results of those efforts. Their contention throughout 
the litigation has been that, at the time of the accident in which the 
plaintiff’s employee was killed, the plaintiff had workmen’s compensa- 
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tion insurance coverage as the result of binders issued by the defendants 
for her benefit, binding both the Royal Indemnity Company and 
the Dixie Fire and Casualty Company. The individual defendant 
testified that he did not notify the plaintiff of any of these matters 
because she was insured by reason of the binders. It is stipulated that 
he was at all times an agent of the corporate defendant and acted 
within the course and scope of his employment. 


Wilhams, Willeford & Boger for plaintiff appellant. 


Hartsell, Hartsell & Mills, by Wilkam L. Mills, Jr., K. Michael 
Koontz and Boyd C. Campbell, Jr., for defendant appellees. 


Lakes, J. 


Upon the first appeal in this matter, reported in 267 N.C. 392, 148 
S.E. 2d 229, we held that, when an insurance agent or broker undertakes 
to procure a policy of insurance for another and is unable to do so, it 
is his duty to give timely notice of such failure to his customer and, 
if he fails to do so, he is liable for the damage which his customer suf- 
fers as the result of such lack of insurance. Upon the second appeal, 
reported in 270 N.C. 661, 155 S.E. 2d 246, we held that the defendants, 
having introduced evidence from which the jury could have found that 
there was in effect, at the time of the accident, a valid contract of 
workmen’s compensation insurance procured for the plaintiff by the 
defendants, the defendants were entitled to argue this contention to 
the jury and were entitled to have the jury instructed upon the prin- 
ciples of law applicable thereto. Obviously, if the defendants procured 
for the plaintiff the insurance coverage they undertook to procure and 
that coverage was in effect at the time of the event against which 
the plaintiff was to be insured, the defendants are not lable to the 
plaintiff in this action. 


At the trial now under review, the parties stipulated that the 
defendants undertook to procure workmen’s compensation insurance 
coverage for the plaintiff as alleged in the complaint. The amount of 
damages recoverable, if any, was also stipulated. The defendants have 
never contended that they notified the plaintiff of any failure by them 
to procure the insurance coverage they undertook to procure. Their 
contention throughout has been that they did procure such coverage 
and hence there was no occasion to give any such notice to the plain- 
tiff. Both the plaintiff and the individual defendant testified that no 
such notice was given to the plaintiff. 


[18] Thus, the sole question for the jury at the trial now under 
review was whether, at the time of the accident, there was in effect 
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workmen’s compensation insurance coverage procured by the defendants 
for the plaintiff. 


The defendants contend that there was then in effect such coverage 
by reason of an alleged binder issued by them as agent for Royal 
Indemnity Company and also by reason of an alleged binder issued 
by them as agent for Dixie Fire and Casualty Company. The alleged 
binders are the same documents which were before us upon the 
second appeal, except that in the present record there is an additional 
document (defendants’ Exhibit E) which the defendants now contend 
was a part of the alleged binder issued by them as agent for Royal 
Indemnity Company. 


{1] Upon the second appeal we held that the alleged Royal Indemnity 
Company binder, in the form then before us (defendants’ present 
Exhibit D) was not a binder affording insurance coverage to the 
plaintiff at the time of the accident for the reason that, by its terms, 
it covered a different period of time. We also held upon the second 
appeal that the alleged binder for Dixie Fire and Casualty Company 
(defendants’ present Exhibit G) was sufficient in form and content to 
constitute a valid binder. As we there said, the construction of these 
documents and their legal effect were questions for the court, not for 
the jury. Strigas v. Insurance Co., 286 N.C. 734, 73 S.E. 2d 788; 
Atkinson v. Atkinson, 225 N.C. 120, 38 S.E. 2d 666. Our determinations 
of these questions upon the second appeal are conclusive. Horton v, 
Redevelopment Commission, 266 N.C. 725, 147 S.E. 2d 241; Glenn v. 
Raleigh, 248 N.C. 378, 103 S.E. 2d 482. 


Upon the retrial following our decision on the second appeal, the 
defendants introduced in evidence a new document, their present 
Exhibit E. The individual defendant testified at the retrial that Exhibit 
E is a copy of a sheet originally attached to and part of Exhibit D 
(the document before us on the second appeal) but which had become 
detached therefrom and Jost. Exhibit E. of itself, is not sufficient to 
constitute a binder though the word “Binder” is written upon it. It 
cannot be determined from this paper alone what insurance coverage 
was contemplated. It is addressed to Royal Indemnity Company from 
the corporate defendant. It states that it is with reference to the 
plaintiff and further states, “The above mentioned policy expires 
11/8/58. Please renew this policy for us.” The policy to be “renewed” 
is not identified on Exhibit E. No other material information appears 
upon it. 


{3] The individual defendant testified on retrial that Exhibit D is 
‘a copy of the front page of the last insurance policy that was issued” 
(i.e., a policy issued by another company for which the defendants 
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were then agents) and, with the original of Exhibit E attached thereto, 
was sent by him to Royal Indemnity Company prior to the accident 
in which the plaintiff’s employee was killed. That is, the individual 
defendant testified on retrial that Exhibit D set forth the terms of the 
former policy, which was to expire 8 November 1958, and Exhibit E 
showed a binder had been issued by the defendants for a replacement 
policy, with like terms, to be issued by Royal, effective upon the 
expiration of the old policy. 


[2, 3] Two sheets, attached together as parts of a single communi- 
cation, must, of course, be construed as one document. See: Stein v. 
Outdoor Advertising, 273 N.C. 77, 159 S.E. 2d 351; Robbins v. Trading 
Post, 253 N.C. 474, 117 S.E. 2d 488. So construing Exhibits D and E, 
we hold that these documents were, in form and content, sufficient 
to constitute a binder for Royal Indemnity Company covering the 
period of time in which the accident occurred. The difficulty with 
reference to the period to be covered by the policy to be issued by 
Royal, noted in our opinion on the second appeal, is removed by Exhibit 
E if the testimony of the individual defendant with reference to that 
document 1s accepted as true. 


(4, 18] The credibility of the testimony of the individual defendant 
to the effect that he did issue Exhibits D and E, or either of them 
and that he did issue Exhibit G on the account of Dixie Fire and 
Casualty Company and of the evidence of his authority from the 
insurance company in question to issue any such document is for the 
jury to determine. In view of the above mentioned stipulations and 
the testimony of the individual defendant that no notice of failure to 
obtain the desired insurance was given the plaintiff, there was no 
other question for the jury to determine at the third trial. Heating 
Co. v. Construction Co., 268 N.C. 23, 149 S.E. 2d 625. 

[5] Here, as in the trial reviewed by us upon the second appeal, 
there was no contention, and no evidence to show, that any binder 
issued by the defendants, as agent either for Royal Indemnity Company 
or for Dixie Fire and Casualty Company, was cancelled by such 
company in the manner prescribed for such cancellation by G.S. 97-99 
(a) and Moore v. Electric Co., 264 N.C. 667, 142 S.E. 2d 659. Thus, 
if the defendants had authority from either insurance company to 
issue a binder for it in this instance and if the defendants did issue the 
alleged documents for such company (Exhibit D plus Exhibit E as 
to Royal Indemnity Company; Exhibit G as to Dixie Fire and Casualty 
Company), the defendants would not be liable to the plaintiff in this 
action for the reason that, in such event, the defendants procured for 
the plaintiff the insurance they undertook to procure. If neither 
insurance company was so bound, the defendants would be liable in 
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the amount stipulated, for the evidence of both parties is that no 
notice of any failure to procure such insurance was given to the 
plaintiff. 


[6] We observe with interest that at none of the three trials of this 
action has the jury been favored by either litigant with testimony of 
any official of either insurance company concerning the authority of 
the defendants to bind it in this instance. The testimony of the indivi- 
dual defendant as to the extent of his authority, and that of the 
corporate defendant, so to bind either or both of the two insurance 
companies was, of course, competent upon that question though not 
conclusive. Sealy v. Insurance Co., 2538 N.C. 774, 117 S.E. 2d 744. 


{7] Plaintiff's Exhibit 13 was also competent upon that question with 
reference to Dixie Fire and Casualty Company. This is an application 
form issued by that company for use by its agents and acknowledged 
by the individual defendant to have been in the office of the defendants 
at the time the alleged binder was issued. This form contained the 
following: 


“6a. Has any policy been cancelled or has any other Insurance 
Company refused to write a new policy or as a renewal in the 
past two years? If so, give date, reason and name of such Insurance 
Company. (NOTE: If so, do not bind the msk.)” (Emphasis 
added.) 


[8] The binder alleged to have been issued on behalf of Dixie Fire 
and Casualty Company could not constitute a defense in this action 
unless, at the time of the accident resulting in the death of the plain- 
tiff’s employee, it constituted a valid contract of insurance between 
Dixie Fire and Casualty Company and the plaintiff. It did not con- 
stitute such contract unless the defendants had actual authority from 
Dixie Fire and Casualty Company to issue the binder on its behalf. 
We are not here concerned with apparent authority of the defendants 
to bind the Dixie Fire and Casualty Company since all of the evidence 
is to the effect that the plaintiff, at the time in question, knew nothing 
whatever of the alleged agency of the defendants for that company and 
did not even know the alleged binder kad been issued. Under such 
circumstances, a limitation upon the authority of an agent, imposed 
by the principal and communicated to the agent, is effective though 
the limitation was not known to the third party (the plaintiff) and 
though it was forgotten or overlooked by the alleged agent at the time 
the supposed contract was made. See: FR. R. v. Smitherman, 178 N.C. 
595, 101 S.E. 208; 38 Am. Jur. 2d, Agency, § 314. Such limitation may, 
of course, be rescinded by habitual disregard of it acquiesced in by the 
principal. See 3 Am. Jur. 2d, Agency, § 352. 
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{9] Testimony of the individual defendant, at the most recent trial 
in the superior court, was to the effect that the defendants, from time 
to time, prior to and since their alleged issuance of the document in 
question, issued binders for workmen’s compensation insurance coverage 
as agent for Dixie Fire and Casualty Company. Their agency agree- 
ment with that company (defendants’ Exhibit K) does not state 
clearly their authority to issue binders for workmen’s compensation 
insurance, but it is susceptible to the construction that they had such 
authority generally. The testimony of the individual defendant that 
such binders had been issued on behalf of Dixie Fire and Casualty 
Company by the defendants, if found by the jury to be true, would 
be sufficient to establish the construction of the agency agreement by 
the parties thereto and would be sufficient evidence to support a finding 
that the defendants had such authority generally. See: Trust Co. v. 
Processing Co., 242 N.C. 370, 379, 88 S.E. 2d 233; 38 Am. Jur. 2d, 
Agency, § 352. 


[10] There is, however, in the record before us no evidence that 
the defendants had ever issued on behalf of Dixie Fire and Casualty 
Company a binder for a risk which had been rejected by another 
insurance company. The testimony of the individual defendant is that 
the alleged binder on behalf of Dixie Fire and Casualty Company 
was issued by the defendants following their receipt of a communication 
from Royal Indemnity Company that it would not issue the proposed 
policy for the plaintiff. The insufficiency of that communication to 
constitute a cancellation of the alleged binder issued on behalf of Royal 
Indemnity Company does not alter the fact that the company had 
“refused to write a new policy” covering the plaintiff's risk. Nothing 
else appearing, the limitation above quoted from plaintiff’s Exhibit 
138, if found by the jury to have been in effect at the time the alleged 
binder was issued, would deprive the defendants of such authority 
as they might otherwise have had to issue a binder on behalf of Dixie 
Fire and Casualty Company for the plaintiff’s risk. 


{11} The trial judge first instructed the jury that the burden of proof 
upon the second issue was on the plaintiff, but thereafter charged: 
‘Now, members of the jury, the document which the defendants con- 
tend bound the Dixie Insurance Company on this risk is, in form 
and content, sufficient to constitute such memorandum of a contract 
for temporary coverage. And, if you find from the evidence and by its 
greater weight the supporting evidence concerning the binder, the date 
which it was mailed to the Dixie Insurance Company, the receipt 
thereby, the contract between the Dixie Insurance Company and the 
defendants, if you find the supporting evidence to be true, the same 
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is sufficient for you to find that there was a valid binder issued by the 
Dixie Insurance Company.” (Emphasis added.) 


The court’s final instruction upon this point was: “The Court 
charges you that if you believe the evidence of the defendant, you 
could find that there was a valid binder, as the contents of the instru- 
ment to Dixie Insurance Company are, in form and content, sufficient 
to constitute such a memorandum. If you believe the evidence offered 
by the defendants and if you find the same to be true, 7t would support 
a finding that a valid binder was issued by the Dixie Insurance Com- 
pany and the defendant so argues and contends.” (Emphasis added.) 


These portions of the charge were error prejudicial to the defendants 
in that by them the jury was left free, in its unguided discretion, to 
answer the second issue in favor of the plaintiff even though it believed 
the defendants’ evidence that they did issue one or both of the alleged 
binders and had authority from the company or companies so to do. 


The Court of Appeals held that the instruction, first above quoted, 
was error in that it placed upon the defendants the burden of proving 
their performance of their undertaking, notwithstanding the court’s 
earlier instruction that the burden of proof upon the second issue was 
upon the plaintiff. We agree. 


[12-14] We are not here concerned with the burden of going forward 
with evidence to overcome a prima facie case, or to rebut a presumption 
or inference arising from a failure of a party to offer evidence of facts 
peculiarly within his own knowlecge. See: Anthony v. Express Co., 
188 N.C. 407, 124 S.E. 753, 36 A.L.R. 460; 29 Am. Jur. 2d, Evidence, 
§ 1381. We are here concerned with burden of proof in its proper sense; 
i.e., the burden of persuading the jury, all the evidence being in. The 
test is not whether the specific issue is affirmative or negative in form. 
Williams v. Insurance Co., 212 N.C. 516, 1938 S.E. 728; Stansbury, 
North Carolina Evidence 2d, § 208; 29 Am. Jur. 2d, Evidence, § 180. 
The plaintiff must allege and prove all the essential elements of her 
cause of action, even though stated in negative form. Affirmative 
defenses, with a few exceptions not here material, are those, which in 
their nature, admit the matters so alleged by the plaintiff but assert 
other matters which, if true, will defeat the plaintiff’s right to recover. 
In the present matter, failure of the defendants to procure insurance 
coverage for the plaintiff, in accordance with their undertaking, is an 
essential element of the plaintiff’s cause of action and she has the burden 
of proof upon that phase of the case. 


[15] The instruction above quoted being error, it would not be cured 
by the earlier, correct instruction that the burden of proof upon the 
second issue was on the plainitff. Where the jury is left with both a 
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correct and an incorrect instruction upon the same point, the jury 
cannot be deemed to have acted pursuant to the correct instruction. 
Owens v. Kelly, 240 N.C. 770, 84 S.E. 2d 168; Hartley v. Smith, 239 
N.C. 170, 79 S.E. 2d 767. 

[16] The Court of Appeals correctly held that it was prejudicial 
error to admit into evidence, over the defendants’ objection, the copy 
of the award and opinion of the North Carolina Industrial Commission. 
The opinion stated that the Commission found the plaintiff “had no 
workmen’s compensation insurance with the defendant insurance car- 
riers’ (Royal Indemnity Company and Dixie Fire and Casualty 
Company), and concluded that these insurance companies “had no 
workmen’s compensation insurance policy in force for the protection 
of defendant employer (the present plaintiff) at the time of the injury 
by accident” giving rise to the proceeding before the Commission. 


As we stated upon the second appeal, the present defendants were 
not parties to the proceeding before the Industrial Commission and, 
consequently, the existence or nonexistence of insurance coverage for 
the plaintiff, at the time of the accident to her employee, is not res 
judicata as to these defendants by virtue of the findings, conclusions 
and award of the Commission. That being true, the finding of the 
Industrial Commission upon that question was not competent evidence 
in the trial of this action. Warren v. Insurance Co., 215 N.C. 402, 2 
S.E. 2d 17; Stansbury, North Carolina Evidence 2d, § 148; Strong, 
N. C. Index 2d, Evidence, 8 22. 


The competency of the opinion and award of the Industrial Com- 
mission as evidence in the present action was not before us upon 
either of the former appeals. The first, being an appeal by the plain- 
tiff from a judgment of nonsuit, did not present the question of the 
competency offered by her and admitted. The record upon the second 
appeal shows that the plaintiff introduced the opinion and award of 
the Commission into evidence, over objection, at the trial then under 
review and that the defendants originally assigned this as error. How- 
ever, this assignment was not brought forward by the defendants in 
their brief filed in this Court upon the second appeal and, therefore, 
was not before us upon that appeal, having been abandoned. Rule 28 
of the Rules of Practice in the Supreme Court; Strong, N.C. Index 2d, 
Appeal and Error, § 45, and cases there cited. The statement in our 
opinion upon the second appeal that we found no error in the rulings 
of the trial court with reference to the admission of evidence related, 
of course, to the rulings which were before us on that appeal. Those 
were rulings of the trial court excluding evidence offered by the defend- 
ants. They had no relation to the admission in evidence of the findings, 
award and opinion of the Industrial Commission. 
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[17] Upon the trial now under review, the stipulation as to the 
amount of damages recoverable, if any, removed from the case the 
only issue as to which the award and opinion of the Industrial Com- 
mission was competent evidence. Heating Co. v. Construction Co., 
supra. As the Court of Appeals observed, the above quoted findings 
of the Industrial Commission went far beyond the allegations by the 
defendants in their fourth further answer and their admission into 
evidence was highly prejudicial to the defendants upon the second 
issue, 


For the same reason, it was error to permit the plaintiff to introduce 
in evidence portions of the defendants’ fourth further answer. Ordi- 
narily, as the Court of Appeals said, admissions by a party in his 
pleadings may be introduced into evidence by his adversary, though, 
being judicial admissions, it is not necessary to do so in order to obtain 
the benefit of them. However, all of the allegations in the fourth further 
answer related properly to the question of whether the plaintiff paid 
compensation to the widow of her employee under the compulsion of 
a valid award by the Industrial Commission; that is, to the issue of 
the amount of damages recoverable by her, if any. The defendants 
having stipulated the amount recoverable, if any, after the filing of this 
answer, this issue no longer remained in the ease. Heating Co. v. Con- 
struction Co., supra. These allegations, which would have been com- 
petent upon the issue of damages had it remained for determination, 
were highly prejudicial to the defendants upon the second issue even 
though not so devastating in effect as the statements in the opinion 
of the Industrial Commission. 


In view of the stipulation as to damages recoverable, 1f any, the 
superior court should have allowed the pretrial motion of the defendants 
that the plaintiff be instructed not to refer, in the presence of the jury, 
to the award and opinion of the Industrial Commission or to allegations 
in the pleadings with reference thereto. 


[18] There must be still another trial of this action. At that trial, 
by reason of the stipulations, above referred to, and the concession by 
the defendants as to the absence of any notice by them to the plaintiff 
concerning the presence or absence of insurance coverage, the only issue 
to be determined by the jury is, Did the defendants fail to procure for 
the plaintiff workmen’s compensation insurance coverage as they under- 
took to do? The answer to this issue will turn upon the jury’s findings 
as to whether the defendants issued on the account of Royal Indemnity 
Company the documents designated in the present record as defendants’ 
Exhibits D and E, or issued on the account of Dixie Fire and Casualty 
Company the document designated in this record as defendants’ Exhibit 
G, and whether, if they did, they had authority from such company to 
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bind it upon such risk. Only evidence relating to these matters and 
otherwise competent should be introduced at the new trial. If the jury 
answers the issue “Yes,” judgment should be entered for the plaintiff 
for $9,300. If the jury answers the issue ‘‘No,” judgment should be 
entered in favor of the defendants. 


Modified and Affirmed. 
Parker, C. J., did not participate in the decision of this case. 


SHarp, J., concurring in part, dissenting in part: 


The following facts— which constitute plaintiff’s case— are either 
stipulated or are not controverted: 


Defendant is a duly licensed fire and casualty agent as defined by 
G. 8. 58-39.4(1). (In this opinion no distinction will be made between 
the individual and the corporate defendant.) On 8 November 1952 
defendant undertook to procure workmen’s compensation insurance for 
plaintiff, a customer entitled to “automatic renewals.” For six years 
thereafter defendant forwarded to plaintiff — without request from her 
— policies of workmen’s compensation insurance. From 8 November 
1956 through 8 November 1958, defendant furnished plaintiff policies 
issued by Pennsylvania Threshermen and Farmers’ Mutual Casualty 
Insurance Company (P. T. & F.). Defendant’s agency contract with 
P. T. & F. terminated in July 1958, and he was unable to renew plain- 
tiff’s coverage with this company. He failed to notify plaintiff of this 
development or of his subsequent unsuccessful efforts to procure a 
policy of insurance for her. Defendant never furnished plaintiff any 
policy, binder, or certificate of insurance covering her workmen’s com- 
pensation liability after 8 November 1958. On 29 November 1958 one 
of plaintiff's employees was killed in an accident arising out of and in 
the course of his employment. Thereafter, plaintiff paid out $8,800 
under an order of the North Carolina Industrial Commission for his 
death and incurred attorneys’ fees in the sum of $500.00. 


Defendant’s evidence tends to show that he undertook to procure 
coverage for plaintiff from Royal Indemnity Company (Royal) in 
early October 1958 by sending it a duplicate of his office copy of the 
front page of the expiring P. T. & F. policy, across the top of which 
was written “Please issue this policy for us.” A copy of this front 
page was introduced in evidence as defendant’s Exhibit D. At the 
second trial of this case defendant contended that Exhibit D was a 
binder which provided plaintiff with coverage on 29 November 1958. 
However, as Lake, J., pointed out in the Court’s opinion on the second 
appeal (270 N.C. 661, 667, 155 S.E. 2d 246, 251), this document “ex- 
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pressly provided for coverage from 8 November 1957 to 8 November 
1958. Thus, by its terms, it would not constitute a binder in force at the 
time of the injury to the plaintiff’s employee.” 


At the third trial (which we now review), defendant testified that 
“over the weekend” preceding that trial, he had made out in his own 
handwriting another document, which was introduced in evidence (over 
plaintiff’s objection) as defendant’s Exhibit E. He then asserted that 
when he mailed Exhibit D to Royal in October 1958 the original of 
Exhibit E was attached to it; that he had kept a copy of the material 
which was sent to Royal, but Exhibit E became detached from Exhibit 
D; that he knows, however, that Exhibit E is an exact copy of the paper 
which went to Royal. 


Exhibit E, as prepared by defendant in 1968—almost ten years after 
the original was purportedly made—is a form for memoranda. It is 
undated. At the top defendant’s letterhead is imprinted. Thereunder ap- 
pears the following, the underlined words being handwritten: 


Binder 
Re: Mrs. Bernadine Wiles T/A Centerview Taxi 
ee en edicts 
To: Royal Indemnity Co. 
Richmond, Va. 


From: Mullinax Insurance Agency 





The above mentioned policy expires 11/8/58 


a 


me n= 


a ae, SS a a ee 





[] 1. Please record Dividend on Renewal. 
[] 2. Dividend Subject to Audit. 


[] 3. This is an Assigned Risk. Please Notify Assured and this 
Agency the Conditions You will Renew this Policy. 


4. Please send Extra Daily. 


Defendant now contends that Exhibit D, together with Exhibit E 
(which was not in evidence at the second trial), is “in form and con- 
tent” sufficient to constitute a binder which provided plaintiff with cov- 
erage on 29 November 1958 because no notice of cancellation was ever 
given plaintiff. Afoore v. Electric Co., 264 N.C. 667, 142 S.E. 2d 659. 
The Court accepts this contention and holds that (1) if defendant did 
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write and send Exhibit E attached to Exhibit D to Royal in October 
1958 (as he testified he did), and (2) if defendant was then author- 
ized to issue such a binder, he had provided plaintiff with coverage, 
and she cannot recover in this action. It also holds that defendant’s 
Exhibit G, if issued and authorized, provided plaintiff with coverage 
by the Dixie Fire & Casualty Company (Dixie) and precludes her 
recovery. On this present appeal these conclusions must be considered 
as established by our decision in the second appeal. However, the ma- 
jority opinion—upon the premise that the burden is upon plaintiff to 
show that defendant breached his contract by failing to provide her 
with insurance—puts the burden upon plaintiff to disprove defendant’s 
assertion that he issued the “binders” or, if he did, to show that he 
lacked authority to bind the particular company. From this holding 
I dessent. 

The issues submitted in the third trial do not isolate the determina- 
tive facts. Other issues will be required to bring into focus the defenses 
upon which defendant relies and to determine upon whom rests the 
burden of proof. I suggest the following: 


1. Did defendant undertake to procure a policy of workmen’s com- 
pensation insurance for plaintiff and to renew it annually as alleged in 
the complaint? (It is now stipulated that he did.) 


2. For the period 8 November 1958-8 November 1959 did defendant 
fail to procure a renewal policy providing the coverage contained in the 
policies he had previously procured for her? (Defendant does not con- 
tend that he secured a policy of insurance for plaintiff or furnished her 
any document whatever.) 


8. Did defendant secure for plaintiff a binder by which Royal In- 
demnity Company insured her workmen’s compensation on 29 Novem- 
ber 1958, as alleged in the answer? 


4. Did defendant secure for plaintiff a binder by which Dixie in- 
sured her workmen’s compensation liability on 29 November 1958, as 
alleged in the answer? 


5. What amount of damages, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover 
of defendants? (If liable, defendants offer to stipulate that plaintiff’s 
damages are $9,300.00.) 


Certainly, the burden of the first, second, and fifth issues is upon 
plaintiff. However, as this case has now developed, when it is shown 
that defendant never delivered to her any policy or certificate which 
provided her with insurance after 8 November 1958, plaintiff becomes 
entitled to a peremptory instruction on the second issue. In such case, 
unless defendant produces evidence that he had procured for her insur- 
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ance which was in effect on 29 November 1958, plaintiff is entitled to 
recover. In the trial below defendant introduced documents, Exhibits 
D, E, and G, which—he testified and contends—‘‘bound” both Royal 
and Dixie on 29 November 1958 and constituted performance of his 
contract with plaintiff. If this contention be correct, suggested issues 3 
and 4 must be answered YES. Before either can be so answered how- 
ever, 1t must be shown (1) that defendant issued the respective “binder” 
and (2) that he had authority to do so. 


In a situation such as this it seems that common sense, as embodied 
in two guides usually employed to fix the burden of proof, places the 
burden of issues 3 and 4 upon defendant, The first rule puts the burden 
of proof upon the party who asserts the affirmative of the issue. “Thus, 
the person alleging the agency must prove not only the fact of its exist- 
ence, but also its nature and extent.” 3 Am. Jur. 2d Agency $ 348 (1962); 
accord, Harvel’s, Inc. v. Eggleston, 268 N.C. 388, 150 S.E. 2d 786; 44 
C.J.S. Insurance § 146 (1945). The second rule puts the burden upon 
the party having peculiar knowledge of the fact in issue and therefore 
the better means of proving it. Stansbury, N.C. Evidence (2d Ed.) § 
208 (1963). Here other than what defendant has said, plaintiff knows 
nothing of defendant’s transactions with either Royal or Dixie. Until 
after 29 November 1958, she never heard that defendant had pur- 
ported to bind either in her behalf. He says that by sending Exhibits 
D and E to Royal and Exhibit G to Dixie, he bound each to cover 
her liability on that date. To this plaintiff can only answer: “I can’t 
Know what he did or didn’t do, what Royal or Dixie had specifically 
authorized him to do, or what he was accustomed to do for either. 
However, what he says doesn’t sound right to me!” To put the burden 
upon plaintiff to disprove defendant’s asserted acts or his authority 
with respect to the binders in cuestion is both unrealistic and vio- 
lative of established rules of procedures. 


Defendant admits that he failed to furnish plaintiffs a policy of 
insurance as he had agreed to do and as he was accustomed to do. H, 
as he contends, he provided her with coverage, it was not in the man- 
ner specified by his contract but by temporary insurance, a binder, 
which was an informal paper writing, meaningful to the trade but not 
to the uninitiated. Defendant concedes that he did not fulfill his con- 
tract according to its terms, but asserts that his breach was harmless 
to plaintiff because he had substituted a different form of coverage. 
He thereby interposes an affirmative defense which he must prove, The 
only facts in this case which are in dispute relate to defendant’s de- 
fense. Plaintiff’s right to recover, therefore, cannot be adjudicated upon 
the one issue, “Did the defendants fail to procure for the plaintiff work- 
men’s compensation insurance coverage as they undertook to do?” As 
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thus phrased, the issue places upon plaintiff the burden of proving de- 
fendant’s breach of contract—a breach which he is obliged to concede, 
but which he seeks to avoid by an alleged substitute performance. 


I also dissent from the statement in the majority opinion that “The 
testimony of the individual defendant as to the extent of his authority, 
and that of the corporate defendant, so as to bind either or both of 
the two insurance companies was, of course, competent upon that ques- 
tion. on 


Over plaintiff’s objection (or motion to strike), defendant was per- 
mitted to testify that (1) in order to keep plaintiff continuously in- 
sured, he “bound the Royal Indemnity Co.”; (2) it was his intention 
to bind Royal when he filled out Exhibit D; (38) it was his “intention 
as agent of Dixie Fire & Casualty Co. to bind the risk of Workmen’s 
Compensation coverage” for plaintiff when he filled out defendant’s 
Exhibit G; (4) he had “bound” both Royal and Dixie; and (5) on 29 
November 1958, her workmen’s compensation hability was covered by 
both companies. These conclusions or opinions of the witness were clearly 
incompetent. Stansbury, Evidence (2d Ed.) $ 180 (1963). What trans- 
actions defendant had with Royal and Dixie were questions of fact for 
the jury; the legal effect of those transactions was for the court—not 
defendant. This is just another application of the rule which prevents 
a witness from labeling another’s conduct negligent or certain utter- 
ances a contract. 


In Cole v. City of Britton, 63 S8.D. 428, 260 N.W. 266 (19385), a 
witness was permitted to answer (over objection) the following ques- 
tion: “Did you receive authority from him (the mayor) to employ men 
to work in and about the city?” In granting a new trial, the court 
said: “It was competent for the witness to state the facts and cir- 
cumstances concerning the transactions between him and the mayor, 
leaving to the court and jury under the facts disclosed whether or not 
he had the alleged authority; but it was error to permit the witness to 
state his conclusions.” Id. at 480, 260 N.W. at 267. 


The same rule which prevents a nonexpert witness from stating the 
legal effect of a transaction about which he has testfied also prevents 
him from testifying that he was the agent of a certain principal. “The 
facts being shown, then, whether the relation of principal and agent 
is created becomes a question of law for the court to declare, and not 
for the witness.” Parker v. Brown, 181 N.C. 264, 265, 42 S.E. 605, 606; 
accord, Young v. Newark Fire Ins. Co., 59 Conn. 41, 22 Atl. 382 (1890). 
The rule is well stated in Chaphn v. Mutual Cash Guaranty Fire Ins. 
Co., 26 $.D. 632, 639-40, 129 N.W. 238, 240-41 (1910): “Where agency 
is the question directly involved in a case, the reputed agent as a wit- 
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ness may not give his opinion or state his conclusion as to such agency, 
but may state the facts and circumstances concerning the various trans- 
actions between him and the alleged principals, leaving the court and 
jury to determine under the facts disclosed, whether or not he was such 
agent. . . . Testimony that a party is or is not an agent is a mere 
conclusion of law. Likewise, testimony that an agent had authority 
to do a certain act is a conclusion of law.” See Annot., 90 A.L.R. 749. 


The problem posed here is lucidly amplified by Stansbury, Evidence 
(2d Ed.) § 130 (1963), wherein 1t is said that in attempting to relate 
facts a witness will often use words which, “though familiar to the lay- 
man’s vocabulary, also have a legal meaning. Whether this usage will 
constitute a violation of the opinion rule depends upon the sense in 
which the words are used and the nature of the issues in the case.” Thus 
a witness may state he was in “possession” of property, that he had 
“bought” an article, or that he dic not “owe” a debt “if the words are 
employed in a popular sense to describe the facts rather than the legal 
consequences. But where the legal relations growing out of the physical 
facts are a disputed issue in the case, and the witness’s language appears 
to describe the relations themselves, the same words may be objec- 
tionable. Under these circumstances it is improper for a witness to 
testify . . . Whether he was an ‘agent’, . . . He may not testify 
to the legal effect of a contract or to its meaning when that is a ques- 
tion for the court to decide from the writing itself. Si 


The statement is often made that, as against the principal, agency 
cannot be proved by the out-of-court declarations of the alleged agent, 
but the agent may testify under oath as to the agency. Sealey v. Insur- 
ance Co., 253 N.C. 774, 117 S.E. 2d 744, This does not mean, however, 
that a witness may, over objection, state bluntly, “I was an agent 
authorized to contract in behalf of my principal.” It merely means that 
he is a competent witness to testify as to the facts and circumstances 
upon which he contends the court should rule that he was an agent 
clothed with certain authority. The rule which renders an agent a com- 
petent witness to prove his agency does not abrogate the rule that the 
legal effect of a transaction is for the court. 


“The mere opinion of an agent as to the extent of his powers, or his 
mere assumption of authority without foundation, will not bind the 
principal. . . .” 38 Am, Jur. 2d Agency § 78 (1962). In this connec- 
tion we note that defendant’s Exhibit G, the document which defendant 
asserts “bound” Dixie, was dated 14 November 1958—approximately 
ten days after Royal had declined to provide plaintiff with coverage. 
Exhibit G is a form of the American Casualty Company upon which 
the name “Dixie Fire and Casualty Company” was written at the top. 
Dixie’s own form for an “application for workmen’s compensation in- 
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surance,” Exhibit 18, specifically instructs the agent not to bind risk 
if any other insurance company has refused to write a new policy in the 
past two years. Defendant’s written “agency agreement” with Dixie, 
defendant’s Exhibit K, discloses no authority for him to issue binders 
for workmen’s compensation Insurance. 


To minimize the risk of a fifth trial of this case, I call attention to 
another error in the admission of evidence in the third trial. Exhibits 
D and E, which were admitted over plaintiff’s objection, are neither 
original nor duplicate original documents. Indeed, Exhibit E is not a 
copy of any document. Instead, it is a product of defendant’s recollec- 
tion, a professed reproduction of a lost copy reconstructed approximately 
ten years after the original document was purportedly written. “A party 
who seeks to prove the contents of a writing by a copy or oral testi- 
mony must first account satisfactorily for his failure to produce the 
original.” Randle v. Grady, 228 N.C. 159, 163, 45 S.E. 2d 35, 39. (Italics 
mine.) If the original writing is in existence but unobtainable, secon- 
dary evidence of the contents may be admitted upon proof, satisfactory 
to the trial judge (1) that the offering party had made diligent effort to 
obtain the original and (2) that its production is impossible or imprac- 
ticable. Stansbury, Evidence (2d Ed.) §§ 192, 194 (1968). 


The originals of Exhibits D and E and Exhibit G would presumably 
be in the files of Royal and Dixie. On 3 November 1958, in a letter 
written on stationery from its Richmond office (defendant’s Exhibit F) 
with reference to “Workmen’s Compensation coverage Mrs. Bernadine 
Wiles d/b/a Centerview Taxi, Front St., Kannapolis, N. C.,” Royal 
thanked defendant “for the captioned submission” and declined to pro- 
vide coverage. (Italics mine.) On 18 November 1958, from Greer, South 
Carolina, Dixie advised defendant that plaintiff’s risk “will not be 
acceptable to the company.” It is noted that both of these letters speak 
in terms of an application for prospective coverage. Whether defendant’s 
“submission” to Royal was a binder or an application for insurance 
is one of the two crucial questions in this case. See 48 Am. Jur. 2d In- 
surance § 216 (1969). 


So far as the evidence discloses defendant made no attempt to secure 
the originals of Exhibits D, E, and G. He, therefore, laid no foundation 
for the introduction of secondary evidence of their contents. In Greene 
v. Grocery Co., 159 N.C. 119, 74 S.E. 813, defendant offered secondary 
evidence of a telegram, “a material part of the contract, directly in- 
volved in the issue.” In sustaining the trial judge’s rejection of this 
evidence, Hoke, J., pointed out that the operation of the “best evidence” 
rule “is not necessarily affected by the fact that the proper custody of 
the written paper is no longer within the jurisdiction of the court.” It 
is still necessary to show its unavailability. Id. at 120-21, 74 S.E. at 813. 
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See Avery v. Stewart, 184 N.C. 237, 46 S.E. 519, for a discussion by 
Walker, J., of when the production of the original writing is excused. 
See Stansbury, Evidence (2d Ed.) § 194 (1963); McCormick on Evi- 
dence § 207 (1954); 4 Wigmore (8d Ed.) §§ 1264-1268 (1940), for a 
discussion of ways of evidencing a document not produced. 


Except as indicated I concur in the majority opinion. 
Boseirt, J., joins in this opinion. 


GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY v. DR. WILLIAM L. TURNER; ESTON Y. 
BRICKHOUSE; ED O’HERRON; SAMUEL H. JOHNSON; RALPH H. 
SCOTT; THORNE GREGORY; anp LINDSAY C. WARREN, JR. 


No. 88 
(Filed 11 July 1969) 


1. Administrative Law § 3; Injunctions § 11— injunction to restrain 
new bids for State contract — sufficiency of evidence 


In this action to restrain defendants, officials of the State, from accepting 
new bids for television transmitting equipment after plaintiff had previ- 
ously submitted the lowest bid for such equipment, plaintiff’s evidence that 
a competitive bidder objected to an award of the contract to plaintiff on 
the ground that a small item in plaintiff's specifications failed to meet the 
bid requirements, that an agent of the competitive bidder was present at 
a hearing upon the bids held before the State Purchasing Officer but that 
planitiff was neither notified nor present at the hearing, and that when a 
representative of plaintiff requested a hearing, he was told that an irrevoca- 
ble decision had been made to call for new bids, is held insufficient to war- 
rant the court in restraining the call for new bids, defendants having been 
given the right to make the administrative decision whether to call for 
new bids by G.S. 143-52.1 and by the bid proposal, and there being no 
evidence that defendants acted corruptly, in violation of the law or in 
excess of authority. 


2. Injunctions § 3; Mandamus § 2— _ exercise of discretionary duty 


Neither mandamus nor mandatory injunction may be issued to control 
the manner of exercising a discretionary duty. 


8. Injunctions §§ 3, 11; Mandamus § 4; State § 4— action against 
individual State officials —- action against State —~ consent to suit 


Action to restrain individual defendants, officials of the State, from 
accepting new bids for television transmitting equipment and for a manda- 
tory injunction requiring defendants to award the contract to plaintiff 
as lowest original bidder, is held to constitute an action against the State 
where every act charged against any defendant was performed in his 
eapacity as representative of the State and related to a contract to be 
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performed by the State, and the State not having consented to the suit, 
defendants’ demurrer should be sustained and the action dismissed. 


On certiorari to review orders entered in the Superior Court of WAKE 
County (1) restraining, pendente lite, the defendants “from opening, 
accepting, awarding or in any way acting upon any bid submitted pur- 
suant to Bid No. 690866 ‘Request for Bids on Television Transmitting 
Equipment’? . . .” and (2) overruling the defendants’ demurrer to 
the complaint. This Court entered an order, on defendants’ petition, 
certifying this cause to the Supreme Court for review prior to determina- 
tion by the North Carolina Court of Appeals. The cause was heard on 
briefs and oral arguments in the Supremee Court at a special session 
held June 28, 1969. 


Robert Morgan, Attorney General, Henry T. Rosser, Assistant At- 
torney General, Eugene A. Smith, Trial Attorney for the Defendants. 


Joyner, Moore & Howison by Dan K. Moore and James M. Kimzey 
for the plaintiff. 


Hicains, J. 

The plaintiff instituted this action in which it filed a verified com- 
plaint alleging (1) the defendant William L. Turner is Director of the 
North Carolina Department of Administration, “which Department 
is empowered . . . to supervise the letting of all contracts for the 
purchase of supplies, materials and equipment needed and required by 
all state departments, institutions and agencies”; (2) the defendant 
Brickhouse is “State Purchasing Officer in charge of the purchase and 
contract division of the Department of Administration, which division 
has been delegated the authority to supervise the letting of all con- 
tracts for the purchase of supplies, materials and equipment needed 
and required by all State Departments, institutions and agencies”; and 
(3) the other named defendants constitute the Advisory Budget Commis- 
sion which is empowered to act with the Director of Administration in 
canvassing bids and awarding contracts. 


The complaint further alleges the plaintiff, in response to the de- 
fendants’ request, filed a responsible offer to comply with Bid No. 
690462 by delivering special television transmitting equipment at the 
total price of $655,000 for Units I, II and III. Thee opening of the 
bids disclosed the plaintiff’s was the lowest bid submitted on Units I, II 
and III. We here quote five paragraphs from the complaint: 


“10. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and therefore alleges that 
after said bids were opened, the Radio Corporation of America, 
an unsuccessful bidder, objected by letter dated Apri] 14, 1969, to 
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the Department of Administration to the awarding of the contract 
to the low bidder, the plaintiff, General Electric Company. 


11. Plaintiff is informed and believes and therefore alleges that 
the defendants after receipt of the April 14 letter, permitted rep- 
resentatives of the Radio Corporation of America to be present at 
a hearing and to state their contentions concerning the letting of 
the contract pursuant to the request for bids without giving notice 
to the plaintiff and without giving the plaintiff an opportunity to 
be heard. 


12. After some period of time, the contract had not been awarded 
to plaintiff and on or about the 26th day of April, 1969, Mr. Paul H. 
Fletcher, District Sales Representative of the plaintiff, telephoned 
the defendant Brickhouse to ascertain the status of the bid. During 
said telephone call, the defendant Brickhouse informed Mr. Fletcher 
that a decision had been made to reject all bids and to open the 
contract for rebidding. Mr. Brickhouse informed Mr. Fletcher that 
this decision has been ‘irrevocably made’ even though plaintiff had 
been given no notice and had no knowledge of the defendant’s de- 
cision to consider rejecting the bids, and even though plaintiff had 
not been given opportunity to be heard concerning said decision. 


13. Plaintiff requested a hearing in order to have an opportunity 
to be heard on the matter and when representatives of the plain- 
tiff met with the defendants they were once again told that the de- 
cision to reopen the bidding had been ‘irrevocably made’ and that 
any hearing would be of no avail. 


14. Although plaintiff has received no formal rejection of its bid 
and reason therefor, plaintiff is informed and believes and there- 
fore alleges, that the sole reason for the ‘irrevocable decision’ made 
by defendants to reject plaintiff’s low bid and rebid the contract 
was that the defendants contend that the specifications for a 34 
inch patch panel called for in Item 36 of the specifications, attached 
hereto as Exhibit A, was in conflict with the specification contained 
in Item 1.7 of the instructions to bidders, which generally required 
that all components meet EIA standards.” 


The plaintiff alleged the patch panel, in all respeets, complied with 
EIA standards and requested permission to submit documentary proof 
showing compliance. Mr. Brickhouse refused to hear the proof. The 
plaintiff further alleged the defendants’ new cail for bids repeated the 
same specifications with respect to the patch panel; that this item 
accounted for only $600 in a transaction involving $655,000. 


The plaintiff prayed (a) that the defendants be restrained from 
accepting any new bids and (b) that a mandatory injunction be issued 
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requiring the defendants to award to the plaintiffs the contract accord- 
ing to its offer in response to Bid No. 690462 at the price of $655,000. 


The defendants filed answer to the complaint denying the alle- 
gations upon the basis of which the plaintiff prayed for the restrain- 
ing order. In addition, the defendants filed a demurrer to the cause 
of action alleged, upon these grounds: 


1. The defendants, in their official positions as officers of the 
State, were carrying out the duties which the law required them to 
perform. This is, therefore, an action against the State of North 
Carolina which has not waived its sovereign immunity and has not 
consented to be sued. 


2. The court is without authority to exercise the discretionary 
powers assigned to the defendants, or to require the defendants to 
execute a contract on behalf of the State. 


3. The plaintiff does not allege facts sufficient to show any abuse 
of discretion on the part of the defendants in rejecting all bids and 
in readvertising for new submissions. 


The defendants, in their official capacities and acting for the 
State under authority of G.S. 143-52.1, advertised for bids for the 
television transmitting equipment specified in No. 690462. The au- 
thorizing statute contains this provision: “Any and all bids received 
may be rejected.” Form R-1, attached to the bid proposal, contains 
the following: ‘The State reserves the right to reject any and all 
bids . . .” The plaintiff concedes the right of the defendants to 
reject all bids, but contends the right may not be exercised arbi- 
trarily or capriciously, but honestly and for good cause. The reason 
for rejecting the plaintiff’s bid was failure of its 34g inch patch 
panel to comply with Electronic Industries Association standards. 
The plaintiff argues the patch panel meets EIA standards, but the 
defendants refused to permit the plaintiff to offer documentary proof 
to substantiate its contention. On the contrary, the defendants, hav- 
ing heard the objection of a competitive bidder, claimed a discrep- 
ancy existed with respect to the provision for a 314 inch patch panel 
on the ground it did not meet EIA standards. On this item the de- 
fendants deliberately and wrongfully refused to hear the plaintiff 
because the defendants had reached an “irrevocable decision” to re- 
ject all bids. The foregoing are the plaintiff’s contentions. 


Mr. Brickhouse filed a verified answer and affidavit stating in 
substance that four sites had been selected and money appropriated 
for the installation of a transmitter at each site to complete the edu- 
cational television network of the University of North Carolina. Site 
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I was located in Winston-Salem, Site II at Farmville, Site III at 
Delco in Columbus County, and Site IV at Franklin in Macon 
County. A single bid was requested on each of the four sites; a 
single bid on the combination of I, II and III, and a single bid on 
the combination of all four. 


After bids were received and opened, it was found the plaintiff 
was the lowest bidder on the equipment for the combination of Sites 
I, II and III, but RCA was the lowest bidder on the combined four 
sites. At the time bids were opened the acquiring agency was not 
ready for the installation at Franklin. Consequently, Site IV was to 
be eliminated and the bid on Site IV deleted. The deletion of Site 
IV made the plaintiff the low bidder and removed RCA from that 
category. 


The plaintiff’s bid on Sites I, II and III was $655,000. RCA’s bid 
was $656,500. The plaintiff’s bid on the four sites was $833,000. 
RCA’s bid was $822,580. RCA filed some objection to the award of 
the contract to the plaintiff on Sites I, Il and IIJ. The exact ground 
of the objection is not disclosed. However, it appears there was a 
claim that a small item in the plaintiff’s specifications did not meet 
EIA standards. At any rate, RCA’s agent appeared at a hearing be- 
fore the State Purchasing Officer. The plaintiff was neither notified 
nor present at the hearing. 


[1] When the plaintiff was not offered a contract, its agent re- 
quested a hearing. He was told that an “irrevocable decision” had 
been made to call for new bids. That decision may or may not be 
profitable, depending upon the future bidding. However, the mak- 
ing of an “irrevocable decision” in an important business contro- 
versy, alter hearing one side and refusing to hear the other, does not 
qualify as commendable procedure. Nevertheless, the defendants were 
given the right to make the administrative decision whether to con- 
tract or to call for new bids. Evidence is lacking that the State offi- 
cers acted either corruptly, or in violation of law, or in excess of au- 
thority. We conclude, therefore, the plaintiff’s showing was insufficient 
to warrant the court in restraining the call for new bids. “The ad- 
ministrative features of the law are not to be set aside by recourse to 
the courts”. Pue v. Hood, 222 N.C. 310, 22 S.E. 2d 896; R. R. Comm. 
v. Ol Co., 310 U.S. 578, 84 L. Ed. 1368; Schloss v. Highway Comm., 
230 N.C. 489, 53 S.E. 2d 517. 


{2] We have discussed the merits of the case for the reason that 
the plaintiff has sued the defendants as individuals, and has obtained 
a restraining order. Neither mandamus nor mandatory injunction 
may be issued to control the manner of exercising a discretionary 


498 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 
ELECTRIC Co. v. TURNER 


duty. Ponder v. Joslin, 262 N.C. 496, 188 S.E. 2d 148; Hospital v. 
Wilmington, 235 N.C. 597, 70 S.E. 2d 833; Harms v. Bd. of Educa- 
tion, 216 N.C. 147, 4 S.E. 2d 328. 

The plaintiff prays for this relief only: (1) That the defendants 
be permanently restrained from opening or accepting bids or award- 
ing contracts based on any bids for the television transmitting equip- 
ment for Sites I, II and III; and (2) That by mandatory injunc- 
tion the defendants be required to award the contract to the plain- 
tiff as the lowest responsible bidder on the original offer submitted 
In response to request No. 690462. 

[3] The record discloses that every act charged against any de- 
fendant was performed in his capacity as representative of the State, 
and related to a contract to be performed on behalf of the State. 
The facts and issues involved, and the relief demanded, permit only 
one conclusion: This is an action against the State of North Car- 
olina. The suit was without the State’s consent. 
“Tt is axiomatic that the sovereign cannot be sued in its own 
courts or in any other without its consent and permission. . . . 
An action against a commission or board created by statute as 
an agency of the State where the interest or rights of the State 
are directly affected is in fact an action against the State.” Jns. 
Co. v. Unemployment Compensation Comm., 217 N.C. 495, 8 
S.E. 2d 619; Dredging Co. v. State, 191 N.C. 248, 1381 S.E. 665; 
U.S. v. Lee, 106 U.S. 196, 25 R.C.L. 412. 
“That the sovereign may not be sued, either in its own courts 
or elsewhere, without its consent, is an established principle of 
jurisprudence in all civilized nations (citing many authorities). 
. In the absence of consent or waiver, this immunity against 
suit is absolute and unqualified.” Schloss v. Highway Comm., 
supra. 
“The State is immune from suit unless and until it has expressly 
consented to be sued. It is for the General Assembly to determine 
when and under what circumstances the State may be sued. 
When statutory provision has been made for an action against 
the State, the procedure prescribed by statute must be followed, 
and the remedies thus afforded are exclusive. . . .” Ins. Co. 
v. Gold, 254 N.C. 168, 118 S.E. 2d 792. 

On the basis of the foregoing and many other authorities of like 
import, we conclude (1) this action is against the sovereign State of 
North Carolina; (2) the State has not consented to the suit; (8) the 
injunction was improvidently granted, and (4) the demurrer should 
have been sustained and the action dismissed. 

Reversed. 
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BERRY v. CITY OF WILMINGTON 


No. 2 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 648. 


Petition for writ of certioran to 
peals denied 10 July 1969. 


CAMPBELL v. O’SULLIVAN 
No. 3 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 581. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to 
peals denied 10 July 1969. 


FARMER v. REYNOLDS 
No. 6 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 554. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to 
peals denied 10 July 1969. 


KILBY v. DOWDLE 
No. 70 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 450. 


Petition for writ of certtorar: to 
peals denied 23 June 1969. 


LAWS v. PALMER 
No. 68 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 510. 


Petition for writ of certiorar: to 
peals denied 18 June 1969. 


MOREHEAD v. HARRIS 
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STATE v. BLOUNT 
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STATE v. GASTON 
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STATE v. HORTON 
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No. 57 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 308. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to 
peals denied 18 June 1969. 
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STATE v. WILLIS 
No. 1 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 641. 


Petition for writ of certioram to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 10 July 1969. 


SWAIN v. WILLIAMSON 
No. 78 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 622. 


Petition for writ of certioram to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 23 June 1969. 


THOMPSON APEX COMPANY v. TIRE SERVICE 
No. 65 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 402. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 18 June 1969. 


THRASHER v. THRASHER 
No. 5 PC. 
Case below: 4 N.C. App. 534. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 10 July 1969. 
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BLUE JEANS CORPORATION and WHITEVILLE MANUFACTURING 
COMPANY v. AMALGAMATED CLOTHING WORKERS OF AMERICA, 
AFL-CIO, anp CHARLES ENGLISH, EDDIE GEE, JAMES DUNCAN, 
BILL WILLIAMS, EULA McGILL, VERA WARD, MACY KING, FRANK 
TYLER, ROGER STEVENS. MAXINE KELLIHAN, HAZEL LARAY 
GIBSON, RUBY FISHER, MILDRED NYE, BETTY JO HAYES, GLEN- 
DORA TANNER, ELIZABETH WELLS, HUBBARD WELLS, KATH- 
LEEN MINCEY, EARLIE WARD, LEONA WARD, VERA JONES, 
RHOLETTA FAIRCLOTH, RUBY McPHERSON, LEONA SELLERS, 
JAXIE WILLIAMSON, HILDA POPE, JAMES H. MARTIN, SOLOMON 
TOON, JO ANN CUNNINGHAM, VAUGHN CHERRY, EMLLOUISE 
STEELE, QUEEN ESTHER BELLAMY, MARVA BBARD, GERALDINE 
KELLY, QUEEN ESTHER WEBB, FRED LYONS (ISHMEL) JERRY 
MARTIN, BLANCHIE FRINK, HATTIE D. McKENZIE, JOYCE FOX- 
WORTH, DANIEL GODWIN, ROSCOE SHAW, JR., ann JOHN BRYANT 


No, 5 
(Filed 15 October 1969) 


1. Contempt of Court § 6; Constitutional Law § 29—~ right to jury 
trial — criminal contempt proceeding — unlawful picketing 
In criminal contempt proceedings against striking workers for the will- 
ful violation of a restraining order against unlawful picketing, defendants 
are not entitled to a trial by jury, since criminal contempt is a petty of- 
fense and the constitutional right to trial by jury does not extend to 
petty offenses. G.S. 5-4; U. S. Constitution Art. ITI, § 2; N. C. Constitu- 
tion, Art I, § 18. 


2. Contempt of Court §§ 3, 7— willful disobedience of court order — 
punishment 

Willful disobedience of an order lawfully issued by the court is con- 

temptuous conduct and is punishable by fine not to exceed $250 or im- 
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prisonment not to exceed 30 days, or both, in the discretion of the court. 
G.S. 5-1(4), G.S. 5-4, 


8. Contempt of Court § 8— appeal and review 


Contemnors are entitled to appeal from a judgment finding them guilty 
of contempt not committed in the presence of the court. G.S. 5-2. 


4. Contempt of Court §§ 2, 3—- civil and criminal contempt — dis- 
tinctions 


A proceeding for contempt under G.S. 5-1 and a proceeding as for con- 
tempt under G.S. 5-8 are distinct, the first relating to acts or omissions 
having a direct tendency to interrupt the proceedings of the court or to 
impair the respect due its authority, and the latter to acts or neglects 
tending to defeat, impair, impede or prejudice the rights or remedies of 
a party to an action pending in the court, the distinction being important 
because of differences in procedure, punishment and the right of review. 


aA 


. Contempt of Court § 3—~ criminal nature of contempt proceedings 


The fact that contemptuous conduct arises in a civil action does not 
alter the fact that contempt proceedings are criminal in nature. 


6. Contempt of Court §§ 2, 3— nature of contempt proceedings 


A contempt proceeding is sui generis, criminal in its nature, and may 
be resorted to in civil or criminal actions. 


7. Contempt of Court § 2— criminal contempt — picketing activities 
— accomplished acts 


The accomplished acts of striking workers in willfully violating a court 
order restraining them from engaging in unlawful picketing activities 
against their employer, which acts tended to impair the respect due the 
authority of the court and to interfere with the administration of justice, 
are punishable as criminal contempt. 


8. Contempt of Court § 5— unlawful picketing activities — procedure 
for indirect contempt 

In contempt proceeding against striking workers for the violation of 

restraining order against unlawful picketing, the court properly followed 

procedure for indirect contempt, G.S. 5-7, since the contemptuous acts 

were committed outside the actual or constructive presence of the court. 


9. Criminal Law § 4— “serious offense’’ defined 


A serious offense is one for which the authorized punishment exceeds 
six months’ imprisonment and a $500 fine. 


10. Constitutional Law § 29— _ right to jury trial— petty offense 


There is no constitutional right to a jury trial for a petty offense in 
either federal or state courts. U. 8S. Constitution, Art. III, § 2. 


11. Constitutional Law § 29; Contempt of Court § 6— trial by jury 
— criminal contempt — punishment — side effects 


The possibilities that striking workers adjudged guilty of criminal con- 
tempt under G.S. 5-1 might be denied the right to return to work or might 
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be disqualified from drawing unemployment benefits for as long as twelve 
weeks are held irrelevant on the issue of whether the strikers are en- 
titled to trial by jury in the conrempt proceedings, since the possibilities 
are no part of the punishment which the court may impose for criminal 
contempt. G.S. 5-4. 


Bossitt, J., dissenting. 


SHARP, J., joins in dissenting opinion. 


AppEAL by defendants Maxine Kellihan, Frank Tyler, and James 
Martin from decision of the Court of Appeals upholding judg- 
ment of Clark, J., at the 3 August 1968 Session, CoLuMBus County 
Superior Court. 


This is a civil action instituted on 1 April 1968 to restrain the 
Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America, AFL-CIO, and other 
individually named defendants from committing certain allegedly 
unlawful acts arising out of a strike against the Blue Jeans Cor- 
poration and Whiteville Manufacturing Company. On 1 April 1968 
Judge Clark signed a temporary restraining order containing, among 
other things, the following provision: “No person or persons shall 
interfere, in any manner whatever, with the free ingress or egress, 
of any individual whomsoever, to and from the plaintiffs’ aforesaid 
plant and premises. No person or persons shall at any time or at any 
place assault or threaten to assau.t or injure or threaten to injure the 
persons or property or family of any individual or use any abusive, 
insulting or threatening language toward any individual, because of 
such individual’s working, seeking to work, for the plaintiffs or do- 
ing business, or seeking to do business with the plaintiff.” This 
order was returnable before Judge Clark at the courthouse in White- 
ville at 10 a.m. on 20 Apri] 1968 where defendants were directed to 
appear and show cause why the order should not be continued in 
force until the merits of the cause had been determined. 


On 20 April 1968 defendants through counsel moved to continue 
the hearing until out-of-state attorneys representing defendants 
could be present, which motion was granted and the hearing set for 
23 April 1968 at 2:30 p.m. At the hearing on that date the court 
found that on 11 April 1968 defendants Vaughn Cherry and James 
Martin had willfully violated that portion of the restraining order 
above quoted and imposed a fine of $25.00 as to each of said de- 
fendants. No appeal was taken from that finding and judgment. The 
restraining order was continued in full force and effect. 


On 13 July 1968 Maxine Kellihan, Frank Tyler, James Martin 
and certain other defendants were cited by Judge Clark to appear 
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before him and show cause why they should not be adjudged in con- 
tempt for willful violation of the restraining order. Pursuant to this 
citation a hearing was held on 3 August 1968, and counsel for those 
who had been cited to appear moved in apt time for a jury trial. 
The motion was denied and exception duly taken. After hearing the 
evidence offered by both sides the court discharged four individuals 
who had been cited to appear and continued the hearing as to 
others. With respect to James Martin, Frank Tyler and Maxine 
Kellihan the court found that each had been served with a copy of 
the original restraining order and had been present in court at pre- 
vious hearings; that while engaged in picketing the Blue Jeans plant 
on July 8 said defendants had used loud, boisterous and insulting 
language to persons lawfully using the driveways of the Blue Jeans 
plant and directed such language at said persons in a willful attempt 
to intimidate and harrass or insult employees and other persons do- 
ing business with Blue Jeans Corporation; that on the same date 
these three defendants were impeding the vehicles using the drive- 
ways of said plant and were attempting to impede their lawful and 
orderly ingress or egress; that James Martin while so engaged used 
vulgar and indecent language in a loud and boisterous voice clearly 
audible to persons in the immediate vicinity. Based upon the find- 
ings of fact recited in its order, the court adjudged Maxine Kellihan, 
Frank Tyler and James Martin in contempt and fined Kellihan and 
Tyler $10.00 each. James Martin was sentenced to the Columbus 
County Jail for a period of five days and restrained from engaging 
in any further picketing activities of the Blue Jeans plant. 

From the judgment pronounced defendants Maxine Kellihan, 
Frank Tyler and James Martin appealed to the Court of Appeals. 
The order of Judge Clark was affirmed by decision of that court 
appearing in 4 N.C, App. 245, 166 S.E. 2d 698. Said defendants there- 
upon appealed to the Supreme Court alleging involvement of a sub- 
stantial constitutional question, to wit, denial of the right to trial 
by jury. 


Rountree & Clark by John Richard Newton, Attorneys for de- 
fendant appellants. 


Powell, Lee and Lee by J. B. Lee, Attorneys for plaintiff appel- 
lees. 


Huskins, J. 


The Constitution of North Carolina, Article I, Section 18, reads 
as follows: “‘No person shall be convicted of any crime but by the 
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unanimous verdict of a jury of good and lawful persons in open 
court. The Legislature may, however, provide other means of trial, 
for petty misdemeanors, with the right. of appeal.” 


The Constitution of the United States, Article III, Section 2, 
reads in pertinent part as follows: ‘“The trial of all cases, except 
in cases of impeachment, shall be by jury. . . .” The Sixth Amend- 
ment thereto provides, inter alia, that “Ji]n all eriminal prosecu- 
tions the accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial 
by an impartial jury. a 


[1] Were appealing defendants in this contempt proceeding en- 
titled to a jury trial under the foregoing provisions of the State 
and Federal Constitutions? That is the only question presented by 
this appeal. 


[2, 3] Maxine Kellihan, Frank Tyler and James Martin have 
been adjudged guilty of willful disobedience of an order lawfully 
issued by the court. This is contemptuous conduct. G.S. 5-1, subsec- 
tion 4; Nobles v. Roberson, 212 N.C. 334, 193 S.E. 420; Elder v. 
Barnes, 219 N.C. 411, 14 S.E. 2d 249. Such conduct is punishable 
by “fine not to exceed two hundred and fifty dollars, or imprison- 
ment not to exceed thirty days, or both, mn the discretiton of the 
court.” G.S. 5-4. The right of review on appeal is afforded by GS. 
5-2 since the contempt was not comrnitted in the presence of the 
court. 


[4] “A person guilty of any of the acts or omissions enumerated 
in the eight subsections of G.S. 5-1 may be punished for contempt 
because such acts or omissions nave a direct tendency to interrupt 
the proceedings of the court or to impair the respect due to its au- 
thority. A person guilty of any of the acts or neglects catalogued 
in the seven subdivisions of G.S. 5-8 is punishable as for contempt 
because such acts or neglects tend to defeat, impair, impede, or 
prejudice the rights or remedies of a party to an action pending in 
court. 


“It is essential to the due administration of justice in this field 
of the law that the fundamental distinction between a proceeding 
for contempt under G.S. 5-1 and a proceeding as for contempt under 
G.S. 5-8 be recognized and enforced. The importance of the distine- 
tion lies in differences in the procedure, the punishment, and the 
right of review established by law for the two procecdings.” Luther 
v. Luther, 234 N.C. 429, 67 S.E. 2d 345. 


The line of demarcation between civil and criminal contempts is 
hazy at best. “A major factor in determining whether a contempt 
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is Civil or criminal is the purpose for which the power is exercised. 
Where the primary purpose is to preserve the court’s authority and 
to punish for disobedience of its orders, the contempt is criminal. 
Where the primary purpose is to provide a remedy for an injured 
suitor and to coerce compliance with an order, the contempt is civil. 

. . Civil contempt proceedings look only to the future.” 17 Am. 
Jur. 2d, Contempt § 4. 


In Rose's Stores v. Tarrytown Center, 270 N.C. 206, 154 S.E. 2d 
313, there was a violation of a temporary restraining order in a 
civil action. There, as here, defendants were cited to show cause 
why they should not be held in contempt for violating the temporary 
order. The court said: “Criminal contempt or punishment for con- 
tempt is applied where the judgment is in punishment of an act 
already accomplished, tending to interfere with the administration 
of justice. Civil contempt or punishment as for contempt is applied 
to a continuing act,” and the proceeding is used to compel obedience 
to orders and decrees made for the benefit of private parties and to 
preserve and enforce private rights. 


[5] While some jurisdictions hold that a criminal contempt pro- 
ceeding is independent and not a part of the case out of which the 
alleged contempt arose (Berland: v. Commonwealth, 314 Mass. 424, 
50 N.E. 2d 210), there is authority that a contempt proceeding 
based on the violation of an injunction, regardless of whether the 
proceeding is civil or criminal in nature, is a part of the original 
injunction suit and properly triable as such (Frey v. Willey, 161 
Kan. 196, 166 P. 2d 659). “Although contempt of court, in its es- 
sential character, 1s divided into various kinds, such as direct or 
constructive, and civil or criminal, nevertheless in every species of 
contempt .. . there is said to be necessarily inherent an element 
of offense against the majesty of the law savoring more or less of 
criminality. Therefore it is said that the process by which the party 
charged is reached and tried . . . is essentially criminal or quasi- 
criminal.” 17 Am. Jur. 2d, Contempt § 78; Jenkins v. State, 242 
Miss. 627, 186 So. 2d 205. The fact that contemptuous conduct arises 
in a civil action does not alter the fact that contempt proceedings 
are criminal in nature. Gompers v. Bucks Steve and Range Co., 221 
U.S. 418, 55 L. ed 797, 31 8. Ct. 492. 


{6] In this State a contempt proceeding has been described as 
sul generis, criminal in its nature, which may be resorted to in civil 
or criminal actions. In Re Hege, 205 N.C. 625, 172 S.E. 345; Manu- 
facturing Co. v. Arnold, 228 N.C. 375, 45 S.E. 2d 577; accord, Black- 
mer v. United States, 284 U.S. 421, 76 L. ed 375, 52 8S. Ct. 252. 
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{7, 8] Here, appellants were punished for acts already accom- 
plished which tended to impair the respect due the authority of the 
court and interfere with the adrainistration of justice. Hence, they 
were properly charged with and punished for criminal contempt. 
Dyer v. Dyer, 2138 N.C. 634, 197 S.E. 157. The procedure prescribed 
for indirect contempt was followed — and properly so since the con- 
temptuous acts were not committed in the actual or constructive 
presence of the court. G.S. 5-7; Galyon v. Stutts, 241 N.C. 120, 84 
S.E. 2d 822. 


We now examine the validity of the contention that appellants 
are entitled to a jury trial in a criminal contempt proceeding. 


It is said in State v. Yancy, 4 N.C. 133, that punishment for con- 
tempt is “the exercise of a power incident to all courts of record, 
and essential to the administration of the laws. The punishment, in 
such cases, must be immediate, or 1t would be ineffectual, as it is 
designed to suppress an outrage which impedes the business of the 
court.” 


In Baker v. Cordon, 86 N.C. 116, defendant was charged with 
violating an injunction in a civil action. He was cited to show cause 
why he should not be attached for contempt in disobeying the order. 
Defendant contended he was entitled to a jury trial. Held: “The pro- 
ceeding by attachment for violating an order of the Court made in 
furtherance of a pending action is necessarily summary and prompt, 
and to be effectual it must be so. The Judge determines the facts and 
adjudges the contempt, and while he may avail himself of a jury 
and have their verdict upon a disputed and doubtful matter of fact, 
it is in his discretion to do so or not.” This legal principle has been 
approved in many decisions of this Court, including In Re Deaton, 
105 N.C. 59, 11 S.E. 244; In Re Gorham, 129 N.C. 481, 40 8.E. 311; 
Manufacturing Co. v. Arnold, supra (228 N.C. 375, 45 S.E. 2d 577) ; 
and it is in accord with the weight of authority in the United States. 
The general rule for more than 150 vears has been that a constitu- 
tional guaranty of jury trial does not apply to proceedings for con- 
tempt of court. 81 Am. Jur., Jury, § 38; Bessette v. W. B. Conkey 
Co., 194 U.S. 3824, 48 L. ed 997, 24 8. Ct. 665; In Re Debs, 158 US. 
564, 39 L. ed 1092, 15 S. Ct. 900; Gompers v. United States, 233 
U.S. 604, 58 L. ed 1115, 34 8S. Ct. 698; Green v. United States, 356 
U.S. 165, 2 L. ed 2d 672, 78 8S. Ct. 632; United States v. Barnett, 
376 U.S. 681, 12 L. ed 2d 28, 84 38. Ct. 984; Neel v. State, 9 Ark. 259; 
Blodgett v. Superior Court, 210 Cal. 1, 290 P. 298, 72 A.L.R. 482; 
O’Brien v. People, 216 Ill. 3854, 75 N.E. 108; State v. Shumaker, 200 
Ind. 716, 164 N.E. 408; Flannagan v. Jepson, 177 Towa 393, 158 
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N.W. 641; Root v. MacDonald, 260 Mass. 344, 157 N.E. 684, 54 
A.L.R. 1422; Osborne v. Purdome, (Mo.) 244 S.W. 2d 1005, 29 
A.L.R. 2d 1141, cert. den. 348 U.S. 953, 96 L. ed 1354, 72 S. Ct. 
1046, reh. den. 343 U.S. 988, 96 L. ed 1375, 72 8S. Ct. 1072; State 
ex rel Stewart v. District Ct., 77 Mont. 361, 251 P. 137, 49 A.L.R. 
627; Carter v. Commonwealth, 96 Va. 791, 32 S.E. 780; State v. 
Fredlock, 52 W.Va. 232, 48 S.E. 158. 


Historically speaking, there was no constitutional right of trial 
by jury in a criminal contempt case prior to 1968. “It has always 
been the law of the land, both state and federal, that the courts — 
except where specifically precluded by statute— have the power to 
proceed summarily in contempt matters.” United States v. Barnett, 
supra (876 U.S. 681, 12 L. ed 2d 23, 84 S. Ct. 984). The claim that 
those charged with criminal contempt have a constitutional right to 
a jury trial was rejected by the United States Supreme Court in 
more than fifty cases — from United States v. Hudson and Goodwin, 
7 Cranch 32, 3 L. ed 259, in 1812 to United States v. Barnett, supra, 
in 1964. 


Finally, however, in Bloom v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 194, 20 L. ed 2d 
522, 88 8S. Ct. 1477 (1968), those precedents embodying the judicial 
wisdom of eminent jurists for 156 years were overruled with re- 
spect to serious contempts, 1.e., contempts for which the authorized 
punishment exceeds imprisonment for six months or a $500 fine. 
Bloom was charged with criminal contempt for which Illinois law 
provided no maximum punishment. Request for a jury trial was de- 
nied; defendant was found guilty and sentenced to prison for 
twenty-four months. The Supreme Court of Illinois affirmed, and 
on certiorari the Supreme Court of the United States reversed, hold- 
ing (1) that criminal contempt is a crime in the ordinary sense -— 
a public wrong punishable by fine or imprisonment or both, and (2) 
that serious contempts are so nearly like other serious crimes that 
they are subject to the jury trial provisions of Article III, Section 
2 of the Federal Constitution, and of the Sixth Amendment thereto, 
which is binding upon the states by virtue of the Due Process 
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 


The same day Bloom was decided (May 20, 1968), the United 
States Supreme Court rendered its decision in Duncan v. Louisiana, 
391 U.S. 145, 20 L. ed 2d 491, 88 8. Ct. 1444, wherein defendant 
was charged with simple battery, a misdemeanor punishable by a 
fine of not more than $300 or imprisonment of not more than two 
years, or both. Demand for a jury trial was denied. Upon convic- 
tion defendant was sentenced to sixty days in jail and fined $150. 
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The Supreme Court of Louisiana denied review, and on appeal the 
United States Supreme Court reversed, holding that a crime punish- 
able by two years in prison is a serious crime —not a petty offense 
—and thus requires a trial by Jury. 


In Cheff v. Schnackenberg, 384 U.S. 373, 16 L. ed 2d 629, 86 5. 
Ct. 1523 (1966), defendant was sentenced to prison for six months 
for violating an order of the court. The Supreme Court of the United 
States affirmed, holding the contempt proceedings equivalent to a 
prosecution for a petty offense and that the right of trial by Jury 
in criminal cases secured by Article III, Section 2 of the Federal 
Constitution, and by the Sixth Amendment thereto, does not extend 
to petty offenses. 


[9, 10] Bloom, Duncan and Cheff were the basis for decision by 
this Court in State v. Morris, 275 N.C. 50, 165 S.E. 2d 245 (1966), 
wherein we held that “a serious offense is one for which the au- 
thorized punishment exceeds six months’ imprisonment and a $500 
fine.” Thus, if the authorized maximum punishment is within that 
limit, or if no maximum penalty is provided by law and the penalty 
actually imposed is within that limit, the offense 1s petty and there 
is no constitutional right to a jury irial in either federal or state 
courts. It was so held in Dyke v. Taylor Implement Mfg. Co., 391 
U.S. 216, 20 L. ed 2d 538, 88 8. Ct. 1472 (1968). 


[1] Here, the maximum punishment authorized by G.S. 5-4 for 
criminal contempt is a fine of $250 or imprisonment for thirty days, 
or both. This makes it a petty offense with no constitutional right 
to a jury trial. State v. Morris, supra. 


[11] Defendants say, however, that in addition to the maximum 
punishment authorized by G.S. 5-4, holding them in contempt visits 
additional punishment upon them in that (1) Blue Jeans Corpora- 
tion may deny them the right to return to work when the strike 
ends (National Labor Relations Board v. Thayer Co., 213 F. 2d 
748); and (2) they are disqualified from drawing unemployment 
benefits for as long as twelve weeks ‘if it is determined by the 
Commission [Kmployment Security Comniission] that such an indi- 
vidual is, at the time such claim is filed, unemployed because he was 
discharged for misconduct connected with his work... .” GS. 
96-14(2); In Re Stutts, 245 N.C. 405, 95 S.E. 2d 919. These con- 
tingencies, however, are not part of the punishment which the trial 
court is authorized to impose for criminal contempt. Rather, they 
are possible side effects that may or may not materialize. They are 
totally irrelevant here. The only punzshment prescribed by law for 
the contempts enumerated in G.S. 5-1 is a fine not to exceed $250 or 
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imprisonment not to exceed thirty days, or both, as authorized hy 
GS. 5-4. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals affirming the order which 
denied appellants a jury trial is 


Affirmed. 
Bossitt, J., dissenting: 


Appellants were tried at August 3, 1968 Session of Columbus 
Superior Court for their alleged contemptuous violation on July 8, 
1968 of the specific provisions of a restraining order. 


The alleged contempt was not committed in the presence of the 
court. There was no disruption of or interference with any court 
session or proceeding. Nor does the alleged contempt involve con- 
tinuous or repetitive conduct in violation of the court’s order. The 
hearing was to determine whether appellants were guilty of termi- 
nated past conduct constituting a wilful violation of the court’s 
order; and, if so, what punishment should be imposed. The appeal 
presents this question: Did the court err in refusing appellants’ re- 
quest for a jury trial as to whether in fact appellants were guilty 
of the conduct alleged to constitute a wilful violation of the court’s 
order? 


I accept with full approval the decisions of the Supreme Court 
of the United States in Duncan (891 U.S. 145) and in Bloom (3891 
U.S. 194). However, these decisions do not apply to criminal prose- 
cutions or to criminal contempt proceedings in State courts involv- 
ing “petty offenses” which, as defined in the federal statute and de- 
cisions, are offenses punishable by a maximum fine of five hundred 
dollars or by a maximum prison sentence of six months or both. 
Since Chapter CLXXVII, Public Laws 1868-9, now codified as 
N.C. G.S. 5-4, provides that criminal contempt is punishable “by 
fine not to exceed two hundred and fifty dollars, or by imprisonment 
not to exceed thirty days, or both, in the discretion of the court,” 
decision herein 1s not affected by Duncan and Bloom. 


In Bloom, Mr. Justice White stated: “Criminal contempt is a 
crime in the ordinary sense; it is a violation of the law, a public 
wrong which is punishable by fine or imprisonment or both.” He 
quotes with approval this excerpt from the opinion of Mr. Justice 
Holmes in Gompers v. United States, 233 U.S. 604, 610, 58 L. ed. 
1115, 1120, 34 8. Ct. 693, 695, viz: “These contempts are infractions 
of the law, visited with punishment as such. If such acts are not 


N.C. ] FALL TERM 1969 913 





BLUE JEANS CORP, v. CLOTHING WORKERS 





criminal, we are in error as to the most fundamental characteristic 
of crimes as that word has been understood in English speech.” 
The majority hold the present proceeding is for criminal contempt. 
I agree. 


In prior decisions, this Court has held whether an accused per- 
son has committed acts alleged to constitute wilful contempt of a 
court order 1s determinable by the court rather than by a jury. The 
right to a jury trial has been denied without reference to whether the 
alleged contempt was committed in the presence of the court or dis- 
rupted court sessions or proceedings or otherwise disturbed the con- 
duct of the court’s business. In respect of an accused person’s right 
to a jury trial, no distinction has been drawn between contemptuous 
conduct in the presence of the court and alleged contemptuous con- 
duct occurring beyond the presence and observation of the court. 


The contemptuous conduct involved in State v. Yancy, 4 N.C. 
133, consisted of an assault “committed in view of the court.” With 
reference to this factual situation, Taylor, C.J., said: “The punish- 
ment, in such cases, must be immediate, or it would be ineffectual, 
as it is designed to suppress an outrage which impedes the business 
of the court.” 


Contemptuous conduct involved in State v. Woodfin, 27 N.C. 
199, consisted of “fighting in the yard of the courthouse, before the 
courthouse door, and in the presence of the court.” With reference 
to this factual situation, Ruffin, C.J., said: “The power to commit 
or fine for contempt is essential to the existence of every court. 
Business cannot be conducted unless the court can suppress disturb- 
ances, and the only means of doing that is by immediate punish- 
ment. A breach of the peace in facie curie is a direct disturbance 
and a palpable contempt of the authority of the court. It 1s a case 
that does not admit of delay, and the court would be without dignity 
that did not punish it promptly and without trial.” 


The contemptuous conduct involved in Baker v. Cordon, 86 
N.C. 116, consisted of the continuing violation by the defendant of 
a court order which restrained him from engaging in a competitive 
business in violation of his covenant obligation. No interference with 
or disturbance of any business of the court was involved. The court’s 
factual determinations were based on evidence rather than upon 
observation. Upon the court’s factual findings, the defendant was 
adjudged in contempt for violation of the court’s order and sen- 
tenced to imprisonment for ten days. This Court, holding untenable 
the defendant’s contention that he was entitled to a jury trial as to 
the controverted facts, found “No error.” 
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In Baker v. Cordon, supra, Smith, C.J., for the Court, said: “The 
proceeding by attachment for violating an order of the Court made 
in furtherance of a pending action is necessarily summary and 
prompt, and to be effectual it must be so. The Judge determines the 
facts and adjudges the contempt, and while he may avail himself 
of a jury and have their verdict upon a disputed and doubtful mat- 
ter of fact, it is in his discretion to do so or not. State v. Yancey, 4 
N.C. 133; State v. Woodfin, 27 N.C. 199; Moye v. Cogdell, 66 N.C. 
403; Crow v. State, 24 Texas 12.” 


The factual situations in Yancy and in Woodfin are set forth 
above. Contempt proceedings were not involved in Moye v. Cog- 
dell, 66 N.C. 408. 


In subsequent contempt cases in which there was no interference 
with or disturbance of the court and in which the factual determina- 
tions were made on the basis of evidence rather than observation, 
the opinions repeat in substance the statement in Baker v. Cordon, 
supra, that “(t)he Judge determines the facts and adjudges the con- 
tempt.” In re Deaton, 105 N.C. 59, 11 S.E. 244; In re Gorham, 129 
N.C. 481, 40 S.E. 311; Manufacturing Co. v. Arnold, 228 N.C. 375, 
45 S.E. 2d 577. Whether the alleged contemners were entitled to a 
jury trial was not raised on the appeals in Deaton, Gorham and 
Arnold. In Deaton, the opinion cites Baker v. Cordon, supra, and 
quotes the portion of the opinion set forth above. In Gorham, the 
opinion cites Baker and Deaton. In Arnold, the opinion cites Gor- 
ham. In Baker, primary reliance was placed upon Yancy and Wood- 
fin, which involved contempts in the presence of the court and then 
and there directly interfering with the conduct of its business. The 
only reasons assigned as a basis for the rule are those set forth in the 
Yancy, Woodfin and Baker cases. Obviously, these reasons do not 
apply to the factual situation here considered. 


The real question for decision is whether appellants were entitled 
to a jury trial as a matter of right under the provisions of Article 
I, Section 13, of the Constitution of North Carolina, which provides: 
“No person shall be convicted of any crime but by the unanimous 
verdict of a jury of good and lawful persons in open court. The 
Legislature may, however, provide other means of trial, for petty 
misdemeanors, with the right of appeal.” 


Although this constitutional provision, on which appellants’ prin- 
cipal contention is based, is quoted in the first paragraph of the ma- 
jority opinion, there is no further reference thereto or discussion 
thereof. Nor do I find any prior decision involving contempt pro- 
ceedings in which this provision of the North Carolina Constitution 
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is considered with relation to a person’s right to jury trial when 
charged with criminal contempt. Hence, the question would seem to 
be open for consideration at this time. 


Under Article I, Section 13, the General Assembly may provide 
“other means of trial, for petty misdemeanors, with the right of ap- 
peal.” (My italics.) Referring to this portion of Article I, Section 
13, Merrimon, J. (later C.J.), in State v. Crook, 91 N.C. 586, 539- 
540, said: “This plainly implies that, ‘as to petty misdemeanors,’ a 
method of trial other than by jury in the ordinary methods may be 
provided by the legislature, if the right of appeal be allowed -— that 
is, the right to appeal to a court where trial by jury may be had.” 
In State v. Pulliam, 184 N.C. 681, 114 S.E. 394, Walker, J., for the 
Court, said: “The offense here, of course, is a petty misdemeanor, 
but this Court has held that the expression used in the Constitution 
‘with right of appeal’ confers upon the defendant, when the appeal 
is taken, the right of trial by jury in the Superior Court. . . .” 


“Petty misdemeanors,” within the meaning of Article I, Sec- 
tion 13, include offenses for which (as for criminal contempt) the 
punishment may not exceed a fine of two hundred and fifty dollars 
or imprisonment for thirty days or both. State v. Lytle, 188 N.C. 
738, 51 S.E. 66; State v. Hyman, 164 N.C. 411, 79 S.E. 284. In 
Lytle, Clark C.J., said: “The object of the statute creating the po- 
lice court is to relieve the Superior Courts of petty business, to re- 
lieve the taxpayers, and defendants, also, of heavy costs, and to 
give a speedy trial, lightening jail expenses, and dispensing often 
with long imprisonment or detention till a term of court comes 
around with its jury and judge. There 1s no harm done, since an 
appeal always lies open to a convicted defendant to the Superior 
Court, where he has the right of trial by jury; whereas to the ac- 
quitted defendant or to one who takes no exception to his punish- 
ment, there is a relief from unnecessary delav and costs as well as 
diminution of court expenses to the public.” 


In State v. Pasley, 180 N.C. 695, 104 8.E. 533, the defendant 
was charged in a criminal action before a justice of the peace with 
going or entering upon the lands of another, without a license there- 
for, after having been forbidden to do so, a violation of the statute 
now codified as G.S. 14-134, a criminal offense then punishable by a 
fine not exceeding fifty dollars or by imprisonment not exceeding 
thirty days. The defendant was found guilty by the justice of the 
peace who entered judgment taxing the defendant with the costs. 
The defendant appealed. In the superior court, the parties negoti- 
ated for a settlement of the controversy. However, final agreement 
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was not reached on account of the defendant’s refusal to pay the 
costs. Thereupon the court, against the consent of the defendant and 
without allowing the defendant a jury trial, affirmed the judgment 
of the justice of the peace as to the costs. This Court set the judg- 
ment aside and ordered ‘“‘a new trial by jury.” Walker, J., for the 
Court, said: “Article I, section 138, of the Constitution says: ‘With 
right of appeal.’ And this Court has held in the case of S. v. Brittain, 
143 N.C. 668, that when a defendant asserts his right of appeal, 
and the case comes up in the Superior Court, the defendant’s right 
of trial by jury, as guaranteed by the Constitution, is preserved to 
him. It makes no difference what the real issue is, so that the charge 
involves the commission of a crime for which he can be punished 
and made to pay the costs.” Accord: State v. Pulliam, supra. 


Our decisions establish that Article I, Section 18, confers upon 
every person accused of having committed a criminal offense, even 
though it be a petty misdemeanor, the right to trial by jury either 
in the inferior court (State v. Ham, 83 N.C. 590) or in the superior 
court upon original trial or trial de novo upon defendant’s appeal 
from an inferior court. State v. Tate, 169 N.C. 878, 85 S.E. 383; 
State v. Thomas, 286 N.C. 454, 460, 73 S.E. 2d 283, 287; State v. 
Norman, 237 N.C. 205, 212, 74 S.E. 2d 602, 608. I perceive no reason 
why a person accused of terminated past conduct (neither in the 
presence of the court nor interfering with the functioning of the 
court) constituting criminal contempt is not equally entitled to the 
right of trial by jury. Where guilt for past conduct and punishment 
therefor are involved, I find no sound basis for applying different 
rules simply because guilt is related to the violation of a court order 
rather than to the violation of a State statute or municipal ordinance. 
Hence, I reach the conclusion that appellants were entitled to a trial 
by jury in respect of all controverted material facts relating to their 
alleged guilt of criminal contempt. 


The views herein expressed are in substantial accord with those 
stated by Sheran, J., for the Supreme Court of Minnesota, in Peter- 
son v. Peterson, 1538 N.W. 2d 825 (1967). 


SHARP, J., joins in dissenting opinion. 
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IN RE: BARBARA BURRUS (69-J-17), SARAH WHITNEY (69-J-18), DAR- 
LENE McCOY (69-J-19), NINA WHITNEY (69-J-20), DORENE HAR- 
RIS (69-J-21), PATRICIA COLLINS (69-J-22), DOLLTE GIBBS (69-J- 
23), MARIA HARRIS (69-J-24), TRINA SELBY (69-J-1), DORENE 
HARRIS (69-J-3), JULIA ANNA COLLINS (69-J-4), CHERLYN WHIT- 
NEY (69-J-5), CATHERINE GIBBS (69-J-6), DEBORAH ANN COL- 
LINS (69-J-8), MARIA HARRIS (69-J-9), EDDIE WHITLEY (69-J- 
10), ALONZO EDWARD HOLLOWAY = (69-J-30), EVELYN EVAN- 
GELINE GIBBS (69-J-11), ROSE MARY COLLINS (69-J-12), DEBRA 
ANN COLLINS (69-J-13). CATHERINE GIBBS (69-J-14), JULIA ANNA 
COLLINS (69-J-16), ELVIRA VASHTI WESTON  (69-J-28), SUDIE 
BELL McCULLOR (69-J-28), BARBARA BURRUS (68-J+), WILLIAM 
BLOUNT (68-J-5), NEKOLA GREEN  (68-J-6), SHARON HARRIS 
(68-J-7), SARAH ANNETTE WHITNEY (68-J-8), WALTER ANTHONY 
GREEN (68-J-9), DESSIE HARRIS (68-J-10), EVELYN GIBBS (68-J- 
11), RONNIE LIE TOPPING (68-J-12), TYRONE DUDLEY (68-J-13), 
THERESA BLOUNT (68-J-14), LINDA SUE GIBBS (68-J-15). PA- 
TRICIA COLLINS (69-J-27), DONALD WHITE (69-J-25), WILMA 
JOYCE WHITAKER (69-J-26), JAMES LAMBERT HOWARD § (68-J- 
3), ROSE MARY WHITNEY (69-J-15), CHERLYN D. WHITNEY (69- 
J-2), TRINA SELBY (69-J-7), ALONZO EDWARD HOLLOWAY (69-J- 
31), SELMA SHELTON (69-J-32), JOHN GREEN CUNNINGHAM (69- 


J-33 ) 
No. 15 
(Filed 15 October 1969) 
1. Constitutional Law § 29; Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile 


proceedings — delinquency — jury trial 
A juvenile has no constitutional right to a jury trial in a juvenile court 
proceeding on the issue of his delinquency. 


2. Constitutional Law § 80—~ criminal prosecution — public trial — 
state courts 
Right to a public trial in criminal prosecutions accorded by the Sixth 
Amendment to the U. S. Constitution is now applicable in both state and 
federal courts by virtue of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment, 


8. Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile proceedings — criminal pros- 
ecutions 
Juvenile proceedings are not “criminal prosecutions,” nor is a finding 
of delinquency in a juvenile proceeding synonymous with “conviction of 
a crime.” 


4. Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile delinquency hearing — due 
process 


The basic requirements of due process and fairness must be satisfied 
in a juvenile court adjudication of delinquency. 


5. Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile delinquency hearing — co- 
. erced confession 
The Fourteenth Amendment applies to prohibit the use of a coerced 
confession of a juvenile. 
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6. Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile delinquency hearing — ade- 
quate notice 
Notice must be given in juvenile proceedings which would be deemed 
constitutionally adequate in a civil or criminal proceeding; that is, notice 
must be given the juvenile and his parents sufficiently in advance of 
scheduled court proceedings to afford them reasonable opportunity to 
prepare and the notice must set forth the alleged misconduct with par- 
ticularity. 


7. Courts § 15; Infants § 10—juvenile delinquency hearing — right to 
counsel 
In juvenile proceedings to determine delinquency which may result in 
commitment to an institution in which the juvenile’s freedoin is curtailed, 
the child and his parents must be notified of the child’s right to counsel 
and, if unable to afford counsel, to the appointment of same. 


8. Courts § 15; Infants § 10—— juvenile delinquency hearing ~ self- 
incrimination 
Juvenile proceedings to determine delinquency, as a result of which the 
juvenile may be committed to a state institution, must be regarded as 
“criminal” for Fifth Amendment purposes of the privilege against self- 
incrimination. 


9. Constitutional Law § 30; Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile 
delinquency hearing — public trial 
A juvenile has no constitutional right to a public trial in a juvenile 
court proceeding on the issue of his delinquency. 


10. Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile cases — jurisdiction — dis- 
trict court 
The district court has exclusive, original jurisdiction over cases in- 
volving juveniles, which jurisdiction is to be exercised solely by the dis- 
trict judge. G.S. 7A-277. 


Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile delinquents — wards of 
State — duty of juvenile court 

The North Carolina Juvenile Court Act deals with delinquent children 
as wards of the State, not as criminals, and makes it the constant duty 
of the juvenile court to give each child subject to its jurisdiction such 
oversight and control as will conduce to the welfare of the child and to 
the best interest of the State. 


11 


12. Statutes § 4— _  constitutionality — vagueness 

While due process of law is violated by a statute which either forbids 
or requires the doing of an act in terms so vague that men of common 
intelligence must necessarily guess at its meaning and differ as to its ap- 
plication, constitutional requirements are met when the language of a 
statute provides an adequate warning as to the conduct it condemns and 
prescribes boundaries sufficiently distinct for judges and juries to interpret 
and administer it uniformly. 


18. Disorderly Conduct § 1; Highways and Cartways § 10; Schools 
§ 15— disorderly conduct in county building —~ interrupting school 

— impeding traffic — constitutionality 
In this juvenile proceeding to determine delinquency for alleged viola- 
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tions of State law, statutes which the juveniles allegedly violated, GS. 
14-182, prohibiting rude or riotous noise, disorderly conduct or nuisance 
in any public building of any county, G.S. 14-278, prohibiting the wilful 
interruption or disturbance of a school or injury to school property, and 
G.S. 20-174.1, prohibiting the wilful standing, sitting or lying upon the 
highway so as to impede traffic, are held not unconstitutional for vague- 
ness, 


Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile delinquency statute — de- 
linquent — violation of State law — constitutionality 


Provision of G.S. 110-21 subjecting to supervision by the district court 
any child less than sixteen years of age who is delinquent or who violates 
any State law is not unconstitutional for vagueness. 


Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile delinquency proceeding — 
violation of State law — other provisions of G.S. 110-21 


Where juveniles were disciplined pursuant to G.S. 110-21 for violations 
of State law, it is unnecessary upon appeal to determine whether further 
provisions of the statute are void for vagueness in failing to define the 
terms “unruly,” “wayward,” “misdirected,” “disobedient,” or “beyond the 
eontrol of their parents.” 


Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile statutes — commitment 
‘during minority’? — constitutionality 

The juvenile statutes are not unconstitutional in that a juvenile may 
be committed “during minority” for a violation of State law, which may 
be a longer period of time than the criniinal law yisits upon an adult for 
a violation of the same statute, since the protective custody of children 
under juvenile laws cannot be equated with the trial and punishment of 
adults under the criminal statutes. 


Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile delinquency proceeding — 
due process 


In this juvenile delinquency proceeding, the basic requirements of due 
process were satisfied where the allegect misconduct of the children was 
stated with particularity in the petitions and brought to the attention of 
the juveniles and their parents in apt time, the juveniles were given timely 
notice of the hearing and afforded adequate opportunity to prepare for it, 
they were represented by able counsel and faced their accusers with lengthy 
cross-examination, no statements or confessions were offered against them, 
and they were accorded and exercised the privilege of remaining silent 
and declining to testify. 


Appeal and Error § 6; Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile 
proceedings — appeal to Court of Appeals 

An appeal may be taken frora any order or judgment of a juvenile 
court to the Court of Appeals, such appeals being on the record on ques- 
tions of law or legal inference. G.S. 74-195; G.S. 110-40, 


Criminal Law § 152; Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile pro- 
ceedings — appeal in forma pauperis — criminal procedure 


Statutes dealing with appointment of counsel to represent an indigent 
criminal defendant upon appeal and permitting them to appeal in forma 
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pauperis have no application to appeals from juvenile proceedings in the 
district court. 


. Appeal and Error § 19; Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile 
proceedings — appeals in forma pauperis —compliance with G.S. 
1-288 

Appeals in forma pauperis in juvenile proceedings tried in the district 
court are governed by the statute applicable to civil actions, G.S. 1-288, 
and compliance with its terms is necessary to entitle juveniles to an 
order allowing them to appeal in forma pauperis. 


Appeal and Error § 19— appeal in forma pauperis — failure to 
comply with G.S. 1-288 

In this juvenile delinquency proceeding, the district court did not err 
in declining to issue an order providing for an appeal in forma pauperis, 
where the required affidavit and certificate of counsel were not filed in 
compliance with G.S, 1-288, no prejudice having resulted to the juveniles 
involved in any event since their appeals have been prepared, docketed 
and heard by both courts in the Appellate Division of the General Court 
of Justice. 


Appeal and Error § 26— error on face of record — modification 
of judgment 

Where there is error on the face of the record, an appeal presents the 
matter for review, and the judgment may be mecdified to conform to legal 
requirements, 


Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile proceedings — disposition 
by the court — alternatives in G.S. 110-29 

When the juvenile court finds that a child is delinquent, neglected or 
in need of more suitable guidance, the court may use any one of the al- 
ternative dispositions set forth in G.S. 110-29 but is not empowered to 
use two or more at the same time. 


Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile proceedings — probation — 
conumitment — validity of order 

Where the juvenile court placed each child on probation subject to the 
conditions named in the order, the court exhausted its immediate au- 
thority, and further provision of the order in each case which adjudged 
that the juvenile be committed to the custody of the county welfare de- 
partment to be placed in a State institution for delinquents is unauthorized 
and must be deleted. 


Courts § 15; Infants § 10—~ juvenile proceedings — probation 


When a juvenile is placed on probation, the judge determines the dura- 
tion and conditions thereof, and may modify same at any time, 


Courts § 15; Infants § 10— juvenile proceedings — revocation 
of probation — alternative dispositions 

Probation of a juvenile may be revoked at any time the eourt finds the 
conditions of probation have been breached, and the court may then com- 
mit the juvenile or make such other disposition as it might have made at 
the time the child was placed on probation. 


Bossitt and SHarp, JJ., dissent. 
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APPEALS by respondents from decisions of the Court of Appeals 
affirming judgments of Ward, J., entered at the 9 and 21 January 
1969 Juvenile Sessions, Hypz County District Court. 


These cases, more than forty in number, were consolidated by 
consent for hearing in the Juvenile Court of Hyde County. On ap- 
peal to the Court of Appeals they were lumped into one record. 
Upon appeal to this Court it was made to appear that the factual 
situation in two additional cases involving the juveniles Selma 
Shelton and John Green Cunningham was substantially identical 
to the factual situation in the case of In Re Burrus, et al., and this 
Court ordered a consolidation and heard all the cases as one appeal. 


All persons involved in these proceedings are juveniles residing 
in Hyde County, North Carolina. On six different oceasions in No- 
vember and December, 1968, these juveniles (with the exception of 
James Lambert Howard) were observed by State Highway Patrol- 
men standing upon the public highway tossing a basketball back and 
forth and singing, clapping, and marching. “Between September 
11th and November 13th they marched practically every day.” As a 
result, vehicular traffic was prevented from proceeding in either di- 
rection. The juveniles and numerous adults were asked to remove 
themselves from the road to allow traffic to pass. They either refused 
to do so or left the roadway and immediately returned. Said juveniles, 
with numerous adults who were also participating in the unlawful 
conduct, were then taken into custody. After ascertaining the Ju- 
veniles herein named to be under sixteen years of age the officers 
obtained juvenile petitions. The following petition im re Barbara 
Burrus is substantially identical to the petitions in all cases (except 
James Lambert Howard): 

“STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA In the General Court of 
COUNTY OF HYDE Justice 

District Court Division 
In the Matter of 
Barbara Burrus 
Age 138 
Box 83, Fairfield, N. C. 

Charles Smith, Petitioner, having sufficient knowledge or in- 
formation to believe that the child named above (whether one or 
more) is in need of the care, protection or discipline of the 
State, alleges: 

1. That said child is less than sixteen years of age, and is 
now residing within the territorial jurisdiction of the District 
Court for this County at the address shown above. 
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2. That the names of the parents and of the person hav- 
ing the guardianship, custody or supervision of said child if 
other than a parent, are as follows: 


Name Relation Address 
Lillie Mae Burrus mother Box 88, Fairfield, N. C. 
David Burrus father Box 88, Fairfield, N. C. 


3. That the facts and circumstances supporting this Peti- 
tion for court action are as follows: 


That at and in the county named above on or about Nov. 14, 
1968, the defendant above named did intentionally, unlawfully, 
and willfully stand upon the traveled part or portion of a State 
highway and street passing through and traversing the commun- 
ity of Swan Quarter and did willfully, intentionally and un- 
lawfully stand upon that portion of said highway and street 
used by the traveling public in the operation of automobiles, 
trucks and other motor vehicles in such a way and manner as 
to cause said motor vehicles being operated upon the traveled 
portion of said street and highway to stop and cease their 
traveling or operation and in some cases caused said motor 
vehicles and the operators of same to be detained, stop and 
cease operation and to force same, In some cases, to seek de- 
tours or other methods of traveling, all in such a way and 
manner as to obstruct, hinder, impair and stop the progress 
of said motor vehicles and their operators and to impede the 
regular flow and norma! traffic of said motor vehicles and their 
operators upon said highway and street, contrary to the stat- 
ute in such cases made and provided, the same being Section 
20-174.1 of the General Statutes of North Carolina, and 
against the peace and dignity of the State. 


Petitioner, therefore, prays the court to hear and determine 
this case, and, if need be found. to give said child such over- 
sight and control as will promote the welfare of such child 
and the best interest of the State. 

This 3 day of January, 1969. 

s/ Sgt. Charles Smith 
Petitioner 
S.H. P. Washington, N. C. 
(Verified by Charles Smith, Petitioner, on 1-3-69.)” 

Sergeant Rogers of the State Highway Patrol observed sixteen 
persons, including James Lambert Howard, in the Principal’s office 
of the O. A. Peay School at 10:30 a.m. on December 5, 1968, while 
school was in session, yelling, piling objects against the windows, 
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moving furniture including a metal cabinet, placing a bed against 
the door, emptying papers on the floor, turning chairs upside down, 
and generally littering the office with books, papers, a roll of elec- 
trical wire and other items of property belonging to the school. As 
a result, the school closed before noon. None of the sixteen were 
students or school personnel. All sixteen were taken into custody 
and a petition filed with respect to Howard in the following lan- 
guage: 

“STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA _ In the General Court 

COUNTY OF HYDE of Justice 

District Court Division 

In the Matter of 

James Lambert Howard 

Age 15 

P. O. Box 222, Engelhard, N. C. 


Clyde Fentress, Petitioner, having sufficient knowledge or 
information to believe that the child named above (whether 
one or more) is In need of the care, protection or discipline of 
the State, alleges: 


1. That said child is less than sixteen years of age, and is 
now residing within the territorial jurisdiction of the District 
Court for this County at the address shown above. 


2. That the names of the parents, and of the person having 
the guardianship, custody cr supervision of said child if other 
than a parent, are as follows: 


Name Relation Address 
Thad Howard Father P. O. Box 222, 
Englehard, N. C. 
Pearl Howard Mother P. O. Box 222, 


Englehard, N. C. 


3. That the facts and circumstances supporting this Peti- 
tion for Court action are as follows: 


That at and in the County named above on or about De- 
cember 5, 1968 the defendant named above did unlawfully, 
willfully and intentionally and did knowingly, willfully, and 
unlawfully interrupt and disturb the O. A. Peay School, the 
same being a public school owned and operated by the Board 
of Education of Hyde County, and located in the community 
of Swan Quarter, North Carolina, and being a public building, 
by uttering rude and riotous noises and shouts and by engaging 
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in acts of disorderly conduct in and near said public school 
building, owned and operated by the Board of Education of 
Hyde County, which said unlawfully, rude and riotous noises, 
shouts and other disorderly conduct in and near public school 
building interrupted and disturbed the operation of said public 
school. 


And, the said Clyde Fentress, complainant as aforesaid, 
upon oath further alleges that the said defendant, James Lam- 
bert Howard, did further interrupt and disturb operation of a 
public school operated by the Board of Education of Hyde 
County, the same being the O. A. Peay School, of the Com- 
munity of Swan Quarter, by engaging in disorderly acts and 
conduct in and near said public school by seizing and scatter- 
ing the papers, books and other equipment of said school and 
by defacing, injuring and damaging the public school furniture 
and other education equipment of the said O. A. Peay School, 
owned and operated by the Board of Education of Hyde 
County, all of which occurred while said public school was in 
regular session and performing the educational functions ad- 
ministered by said Board of Education. 


All of the above riotous and disorderly interruptions and 
disturbances being contrary to the statutes made and provided, 
the same being Sections 14-182 and 14-273 of the General Stat- 
utes of North Carolina, and contrary to the peace and dignity 
of the State. 


Petitioner, therefore, prays the court to hear and determine 
this case, and, if need be found, to give said child such over- 
sight and control as will promote the welfare of such child and 
the best interest of the State. 

This 5th day of December, 1968. 

s/ C. O. Fentress S.B.I. 
Petitioner 
Washington, North Carolina 


(Verified by C. O. Fentress, Petitioner, on 12-5-68.)” 


Summonses were duly issued in each proceeding and at the time 
and place named therein the District Court judge conducted a hear- 
ing at the commencement of which he ordered the general public 
excluded from the room. The judge stated that he was preparing to 
conduct a juvenile hearing — not a criminal trial, and that no child 
would be found to have committed a crime. He thereupon ordered 
the general public excluded and stated that only officers of the court, 
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the juveniles, their parents or guardians, their attorney and wit- 
nesses would be present for the hearing. Judge Ward further an- 
nounced that only the juvenile cases would be heard and that no 
other court business would be conducted. In each instance, counsel 
for the juveniles objected to the exclusion of the general public and 
demanded a jury trial. The objection was overruled and request for 
jury trial denied. 


At the conclusion of the various hearings, Judge Ward entered 
the following “Order of Commitment and Probation” with respect 
to Barbara Burrus: 


“This matter, coming on to be heard, and being heard at 
this regularly calendared session of Juvenile Court for the 
County of Hyde convened this 9th day of January, 1969; and 
the Court having determined that said child 1s under sixteen 
(16) years of age and is a resident of Hyde County, N. C.; and 
the Court having heretofore explained to the child and to Lillie 
Mae Burrus — her mother-—the nature of this proceeding; as 
will appear in the minutes; and said child being represented by 
James E, Ferguson II, Esq., Attorney of Record; and it having 
been agreed to by the said James E. Ferguson, II and Hon. 
Herbert Small, Soliciter for this The First Solicitorial District, 
that this matter should be consolidated with 69-J-18; 69-J-19; 
69-J-20; 69-J-21; 69-J-22; 69-J-23; 69-J-24, for hearing, find- 
ings and disposition and said attorneys having further agreed 
that such consolidation is in no way prejudicial to said child 
and does not violate the spirit or intent of Article 2, Chapter 
110 of the General Statutes of North Carolina; and it appear- 
ing to the Court, and the Court finding as a fact, that on or 
about the 14 day of November, 1968, the said child did in 
the company of others go upon one of the main traveled high- 
ways in Swan Quarter and did remain upon said traveled por- 
tion of said highway in a manner calculated to impede traffic — 
all of said acts having been willfully and intentionally done 
and designed to impede traffic, and that said acts constitute 
a violation of GS 20-174.1, an act for which an adult may 
be punished by law; and it further appearing to the Court 
and the Court being satisfied and finding as a fact that the said 
child is in need of the care, protection and discipline of the 
State, and is in need of more suitable guardianship and is de- 
linquent; 


It is now, therefore, ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DE- 
CREED that Barbara Burrus be, and she is hereby committed 
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to the custody of the Hyde County Department of Public Wel- 
fare to be placed by said department in a suitable institution 
maintained by the State for the care of delinquents (as said in- 
stitutions are enumerated in G.S. 184-91), after having first re- 
ceived notice from the superintendent of said institution that 
such person can be received, and held by said institution for 
no definite term but until such time as The Board of Juvenile 
Correction or the Superintendent of said institution may de- 
termine, not inconsistent with the laws of this State; this com- 
mitment is suspended and said child placed upon probation for 
12 months, under these special conditions of probation: 


1. That said child violate none of the laws of North Car- 
olina for 12 months; 


2. That said child report to the Director of the Hyde 
County Public Welfare Department, or his designated agent, 
at least once each month at a time and place designated by 
said Director; 


3. That said child be at her residence by 11:00 o’clock 
P.M. each evening. 


4. That said child attend some school, public or private, or 
some institution offering training approved by the Hyde County 
Director of Public Welfare. 


This matter is retained pending further order of the Court. 


This 9th day of January, 1969. 
/s/ Hallett S. Ward” 


Similar commitment and probation orders were entered with re- 
spect to all the other juveniles except James Lambert Howard. As 
to him the following “Order of Commitment and Probation” was 
entered: 


“This matter coming on to be heard and being heard at this 
regularly calendared session of Juvenile Court for the County 
of Hyde convening this 10th day of January, 1969, the Court 
having determined that the juvenile is under sixteen (16) years 
of age, the Court having heretofore explained to the child and 
to Pearl Howard, the mother of the child, the nature of this 
proceeding, it appearing to the Court, and the Court finding 
as a fact that on or about the 5th day of December, 1968, the 
said child did, in the company of 15 others, enter without law- 
ful authority the O. A. Peay School in Swan Quarter, North 
Carolina, and participate with others in making loud noises 
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which were calculated to and did in fact disturb and disrupt 
said school which was then in session and did disarrange and 
disrupt an office in said school and did join with others in a 
course of conduct designed to cause a cessation of school ac- 
tivities and that said acts constitute a violation of GS 14-132 
and GS 14-273; and it further appearing to the Court and the 
Court being satisfied and finding as a fact that said James 
Lambert Howard is in need of the care, protection and disci- 
pline of the State and is in need of more suitable guardianship, 
and is delinquent. 


Now, it 1s therefore, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DE- 
CREED, that James Lambert Howard be, and he is hereby 
committed to the custody of the Hyde County Department of 
Public Welfare to be placed by said department in a suitable 
institution maintained by the State (as said institutions may be 
enumerated in GS 134-91) and held by said institution for no 
definite term, but until such time as the Board of Juvenile Cor- 
rection or the Superintendent of said institution shall deter- 
mine, not inconsistent with the laws of this State. This commit- 
ment is suspended and said child placed on probation for 24 
months: 


1. That he violate no laws of the State of North Carolina 
for 24 months. 


2. That he be at his residence by 11:00 P.M. each evening. 


3. That said child attend some school, public or private, or 
some institution offering training approved by the Hyde County 
Director of Public Welfare. 

4. That he report to the Director of the Hyde County De- 
partment of Public Welfare, or his designated agent at least 
once each month at a time and place designated by said Di- 
rector. 


This matter is retained pending further order of the Court. 


This 10 day of January, 1969. 
s/ Hallett S. Ward” 


From the foregoing orders each juvenile through counsel ap- 
pealed to the Court of Appeals which affirmed the judgments by de- 
cisions appearing in 4 N.C. App. 523, 167 S.E. 2d 454, and 5 N.C. 
App. 487, 168 S.E. 2d 695. Respondents thereupon appealed to the 
Supreme Court, alleging involvement of substantial constitutional} 
questions. 
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Chambers, Stein, Ferguson and Lanning by James E. Ferguson, 
II, Attorneys for respondent appellants. 


Robert Morgan, Attorney General, and Ralph Moody, Deputy 
Attorney General, for the State. 


Husxins, J. 


Four questions, preserved and brought forward, will be discussed 
in chronological order. 


[1] 1. Under the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Con- 
stitution of the United States and Article I, Section 17, of the Con- 
stitution of North Carolina, 1s a juvenile entitled to a jury trial in 
a juvenile court proceeding on the issue of his delinquency? 


The Constitution of the United States, Article III, Section 2, 
reads in pertinent part as follows: “The trial of all crimes, except 


in cases of impeachment, shall be by jury. . . .” The Sixth Amend- 
ment thereto provides, inter alia: “In all criminal prosecutions the 
accused shall enjoy the right to a .. . trial, by an impartial 
JULYs. =e wa 


The Constitution of North Carolina, Article I, Section 18, reads 
as follows: ‘““No person shall be convicted of any crime but by the 
unanimous verdict of a jury. . . . The Legislature may, however, 
provide other means of trial, for petty misdemeanors, with the right 
of appeal.” 


Absent a statute providing for a jury trial, it is almost univer- 
sally held that in juvenile court delinquency proceedings the alleged 
delinquent has no right under the pertinent State or Federal Consti- 
tution to demand that the issue of his delinquency be determined 
by a jury. See Annotation: Right to Jury Trial in Juvenile Court 
Delinquency Proceedings, 100 A.L.R. 2d 1241, where cases are col- 
lected from twenty-five states and the District of Columbia. “The 
view has generally been taken that statutes providing for the custody 
or commitment of delinquent or incorrigible children are not uncon- 
stitutional by reason of failure to provide for a jury trial, where 
the investigation is into the status and needs of the child, and the 
institution to which the child 1s committed is not of a penal char- 
acter. Thus it is held that a constitutional guaranty of trial by jury 
has no application to a proceeding under the juvenile court act.” 
31 Am. Jur., Juvenile Courts, etc. § 67; 50 C.J.S., Juries § 80. North 
Carolina follows the general rule. In Re Watson, 157 N.C. 340, 72 
S.E. 1049; State v. Burnett, 179 N.C. 735, 102 S.E. 711; State v. 
Frazier, 254 N.C. 226, 118 S.E. 2d 556. Federal decisions to date 
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have not changed it. Kent v. United States, 3838 U.S. 541, 16 L. ed 
2d 84, 86 8S. Ct. 1045; In Re Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 18 L. ed 2d 527, 87 
S. Ct. 1428; Duncan v. Lowsiana, 391 U.S. 145, 20 L. ed 2d 491, 
88 8. Ct. 1444; In Re Whittington, 391 U.S. 341, 20 L. ed 2d 625, 88 
S. Ct. 1507. These cases enumerate the basic requirements of due 
process that must be satisfied in juvenile proceedings; however, the 
right to jury trial is not listed among them. We have not found and 
counsel has not cited any case supporting the right to jury trials in 
juvenile proceedings. We therefore adhere to our former decisions 
and hold that a juvenile is not entitled to a jury trial in a juvenile 
court proceeding on the issue of his delinquency. 


[9] 2. Is a juvenile entitled to a public trial in a juvenile court 
proceeding on the issue of his delinquency? 


[2] The Sixth Amendment to the Federal Constitution provides, 
among other things, that “[i]n all criminal prosecutions the accused 
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial. . . .” Article I, 
Section 18, of the Constitution of North Carolina prohibits convic- 
tion of any crime except by jury verdict in “open court.” This right 
to a public trial is now applicable in both state and federal courts 
by virtue of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 
“In view of this nation’s historic distrust of secret proceedings, their 
inherent dangers to freedom, and the universal requirement of our 
federal and state governments that criminal trials be public, the 
Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee that no one shall be deprived 
of his liberty without due process of law means at least that an ac- 
cused cannot be thus sentenced to prison.” In Re Oliver, 333 USS. 
257, 92 L. ed 682, 68 S. Ct. 499 (1948). The right of an adult charged 
with crime to be publiely tried is thus firmly established as a matter 
of constitutional law. See Annotation: Right to Public Trial in 
Criminal Case — Federal Cases, 4 L. ed 2d 2128. 


{3-8] Juvenile proceedings, however, stand in a different light. 
Whatever may be their proper classification, they certainly are not 
“criminal prosecutions.” Nor is a finding of delinquency in a ju- 
venile proceeding synonymous with “conviction of a crime.” It has 
never been the practice in such proceedings, here or elsewhere, wholly 
to exclude parents, relatives or friends, or to refuse juveniles the 
benefit of counsel. Even so, such proceedings are usually conducted 
without admitting the public generally. See In Re Oliver, supra (333 
U.S. 257, 266, note 12). So long as proceedings in the juvenile court 
meet the requirements of due process, they are constitutionally sound 
and must be upheld. This means that: (1) The basic requirements 
of due process and fairness must be satisfied in a juvenile court 


530 IN THE SUPREME COURT (275 


IN RE BurRRUS 


adjudication of delinquency. Kent v. Umted States, supra (383 USS. 
541, 16 L. ed 2d 84, 86 S. Ct. 1045 (1966))}; In Re Gault, supra (387 
U.S. 1, 18 L. ed 2d 527, 87 S. Ct. 1428 (1967)). (2) The Fourteenth 
Amendment applies to prohibit the use of a coerced confession of a 
juvenile. Haley v. Ohio, 332 US. 596, 92 L. ed 224, 68 S. Ct. 302 
(1948). Gallegos v. Colorado, 370 U.S. 49, 8 L. ed 2d 325, 82 S. 
Ct. 1209, 87 A.L.R. 2d 614 (1962). (8) Notice must be given in ju- 
venile proceedings which would be deemed constitutionally adequate 
in a civil or criminal proceeding; that is, notice must be given the 
juvenile and his parents sufficiently in advance of scheduled court 
proceedings to afford them reasonable opportunity to prepare, and 
the notice must set forth the alleged misconduct with particularity. 
In Re Gault, supra. (4) In juvenile proceedings to determine de- 
linquency which may result in commitment to an institution in 
which the juvenile’s freedom is curtailed, the child and his parents 
must be notified of the child’s right to counsel and, if unable to afford 
counsel, to the appointment of same. In Re Gault, supra. (5) Ju- 
venile proceedings to determine delinquency, as a result of which the 
juvenile may be committed to a state institution, must be regarded 
as ‘‘eriminal” for Fifth Amendment purposes of the privilege against 
self-incrimination. The privilege applies in juvenile proceedings the 
same as in adult criminal cases. In Re Gault, supra. 


[9] We have been unable to find, and counsel has not cited, any 
case holding that a public hearing in juvenile proceedings is a con- 
stitutional requirement of due process. North Carolina has deter- 
mined by statutory enactment that a public hearing is neither re- 
quired nor in the best interest of the youthful offender. We adhere 
to that view. This assignment of error is therefore overruled. 


3. Is the North Carolina Juvenile Court Act (Article 2 of 
Chapter 110 of the General Statutes) unconstitutional? Brief his- 
torical reference seems necessary and appropriate. 


[10] The District Court Division of the General Court of Justice 
was created by Chapter 310 of the 1965 Session Laws, effective in 
the First Judicial District (embracing Hyde County) on the first 
Monday in December 1966. G.S. 7A-130, 131. As thus created the 
district court has exclusive, original jurisdiction over cases involv- 
ing juveniles, “as such jurisdiction is set forth in chapter 110, article 
2, of the General Statutes. This jurisdiction shall be exercised solely 
by the district judge.” G.S. 7A-277. 


{11} Chapter 110, Article 2, of the General Statutes delineates 
the practices and procedures to be followed in juvenile cases. GS. 
110-21 provides in pertinent part that the superior court (now the 
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district court by virtue of G.S. 7A-277) “shall have exclusive orig- 
inal jurisdiction of any case of a child less than sixteen years of age 
residing In... their respective districts: (1) Who is delinquent 
or who violates any ... State law .. . or who is truant, un- 
ruly, wayward, or misdirected, or who is disobedient to parents or 
beyond their control, or who is in danger of becoming so... .” 
This statute makes it the constant duty of the court to give each 
child subject to its jurisdiction such oversight and control as will 
conduce to the welfare of the child and to the best interest of the 
State. In Re Morris, 224 N.C. 487, 31 S.E. 2d 539. It deals with de- 
linquent children as wards of the State and not as criminals. State 
v. Burnett, 179 N.C. 785, 102 S.E. 711; State v. Frazier, 254 N.C. 
226, 118 S.E. 2d 556. 


Appellants argue that the statute fails to define any of the op- 
erative terms such as “delinquent”, “unruly”, “wayward”, “mis- 
directed” and “disobedient” and contend that the statute is there- 
fore void for vagueness and uncertainty. 


([12] It is settled law that a statute may be void for vagueness 
and uncertainty. “A statute which either forbids or requires the do- 
ing of an act in terms so vague that men of common intelligence 
must necessarily guess at its meaning and differ as to its application 
violates the first essential of due process of law.” 16 Am. Jur. 2d, 
Constitutional Law § 552; Cramp v. Board of Public Instruction, 
368 U.S. 278, 7 L. ed 2d 285; 82 §. Ct. 275; State v. Hales, 256 N.C. 
27, 122 S.E. 2d 768. Even so, impossible standards of statutory clar- 
ity are not required by the constitution. When the language of a 
statute provides an adequate warning as to the conduct it condemns 
and prescribes boundaries sufficiently distinct for Judges and Juries 
to interpret and administer it uniformly, constitutional require- 
ments are fully met. United States v. Petrillo, 332 U.S. 1, 91 L. ed 
1877, 67 8. Ct. 1538. 


[13] Here, James Lambert Howard was found to be delinquent 
for the willful violation of (1) G.S. 14-1382 which provides, inter ala, 
that if any person “shall make any rude or riotous noise or be guilty 
of any disorderly conduct” in any public building of any county, 
or shall commit any nuisance in such building, he shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor; and (2) G.S. 14-273 which provides in pertinent 
part that if any person “shall wilfully interrupt or disturb any public 
or private school . . . or injure any school building, or deface 
any school furniture . . . or other school property, . . . he shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor” and fined not more than $50 or im- 
prisoned not more than thirty days. 


532 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


IN RE Burrus 


Barbara Burrus and the remaining juveniles were found to be 
delinquent for the willful violation of G.S. 20-174.1 which provides 
that no person “shall wilfully stand, sit, or lie upon the highway or 
street in such a manner as to impede the regular flow of traffic.” Vio- 
lation is punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, in the discre- 
tion of the court. 


There is nothing vague or indefinite about these statutes. Men 
—even children—-of common intelligence can comprehend what 
conduct is prohibited without overtaxing the intellect. Judges and 
juries should be able to interpret and apply them uniformly. In 
State v. Wiggins, 272 N.C. 147, 158 S.E. 2d 37, cert. den. 390 USS. 
1028, 20 L. ed 2d 285, 88 8. Ct. 1418, defendants were charged with 
interrupting and disturbing the Southwestern High School in Bertie 
County by picketing in front of the school so as to interfere with 
classes, a violation of G.S. 14-273. There, as here, defendants argued 
that the statute was void because its prohibitions were uncertain, 
vague and indefinite. In upholding that statute, the court said: “It 
is difficult to believe that the defendants are as mystified as to the 
meaning of these ordinary English words as . . . they profess to 
be in their brief. Clearly, they have grossly underestimated the 
powers of comprehension possessed by ‘men of common intelligence.’ ” 
That observation seems appropriate here. 


The Supreme Court of the United States in sustaining a convic~- 
tion in the courts of New Jersey for a violation of an ordinance for- 
bidding the use of sound trucks emitting “loud and raucous” sound, 
said: “The contention that the section is so vague, obscure and in- 
definite as to be unenforceable merits only a passing reference. This 
objection centers around the use of the words ‘loud and raucous.’ 
While these are abstract words, they have through daily use acquired 
a content that conveys to any interested person a sufficiently accu- 
rate concept of what is forbidden.” Kovacs v. Cooper, 3386 U.S. 77, 
93 L. ed 518, 69 S. Ct. 448, 10 A.L.R. 2d 608 (1949). 


[14-15] There is nothing vague or mysterious about a statute 
which provides that any child under sixteen years of age who is de- 
linquent or who violates any state law which would subject an 
adult to punishment is amenable to the supervision of the juvenile 
court. Simply stated, that is the complete accusation against these 
children. It is not alleged that they were unruly or wayward or mis- 
directed or disobedient or beyond the control of their parents. Hence, 
it is unnecessary to wage a war of words regarding the clarity or 
vagueness, as the case may be, of such terminology. We confine our 
discussion to the portion of the statute under which these children 
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were disciplined. “Generally, delinquent children ... are chil- 
dren who have committed offenses against the law, or who are found 
to be falling into bad habits, or to be incorrigible, or who know- 
ingly associate with vicious or immoral persons, or who are grow- 
ing up in idleness and crime.” 31 Am. Jur., Juvenile Courts, etc. § 
36. A delinquent child is defined in Black’s Law Dictionary 4th Ed. 
Rev. (1968) as “an infant of not more than specified age . . . who 
has violated any law. . . .” This seems clear enough. The challenge 
to these statutes based on vagueness is overruled. 


{16, 17] Appellants seek to equate the protective custedy of chil- 
dren under the juvenile laws of the State with the trial and punish- 
ment of adults under the criminal statutes. By so doing, they con- 
clude that since a juvenile may be committed “during minority” 
(unless sooner released by the proper authorities) he is required “‘to 
serve a longer period of confinement” than the criminal law visits 
upon an adult for violation of the same statute. Therefore, they 
argue, the juvenile statutes are constitutionally unsound. The equa- 
tion is a non sequitur; its rationale fallacious. Nothing in Gault or 
other recent federal decisions supports it. There are still many valid 
distinctions between a criminal trial and a juvenile proceeding. It 
suffices to say that the laws of this State and their administration 
by the District Court of Hyde County in these cases comply in full 
measure with recent constitutional standards for juvenile proceed- 
ings laid down by the United States Supreme Court in Gault. The 
record discloses complete fairness on the part of Judge Ward. The 
alleged misconduct of the children was stated with particularity im 
the petitions and brought to the attention of the juveniles and their 
parents in apt time. They were given timely notice of the hearing 
and afforded adequate opportunity to prepare for it. They were rep- 
resented by able counsel and faced their accusers with lengthy cross 
examination. No statements or confessions, coereed or otherwise, 
were offered against them. They were accorded and exercised the 
privilege of remaining silent and declining to testify. Thus the basic 
requirements of due process have been satisfied. The constitutionality 
of the proceedings is fully sustained by Kent and Gault, supra, and 
by our own decisions as well. These juvenile statutes have been con- 
strued, applied and upheld in many decisions of this Court includ- 
ing State v. Burnett, supra (179 N.C. 7385, 102 S.E. 711); State v. 
Coble, 181 N.C. 554, 107 S.E. 1382; In Re Hamilton, 182 N.C. 44, 
108 S.E. 385; In Re Coston, 187 N.C. 509, 122 S.E. 183; Winner v. 
Brice, 212 N.C. 294, 193 S.E. 400. Furthermore, statutes similar to 
our own have been held constitutional in over forty states against 
a variety of attacks. In Re Gault, supra. See Paulsen, Kent v. Unted 
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States: The Constitutional Context of Juvenile Cases, 1966 Su- 
preme Court Review 167, 174. Whatever may be the shortcomings 
of the juvenile court, and there are many, we are not inclined to 
hamstring the State in its efforts to deal with errant children as 
wards of the State instead of criminals. The Constitution does not 
require such mischievous meddling. We follow the rule that stat- 
utes will not be declared unconstitutional unless they are clearly so. 
Hobbs v. Moore County, 267 N.C. 665, 149 S.E. 2d 1; State v. War- 
ren, 252 N.C. 690, 114 S.E. 2d 660. Appellants’ challenge to the con- 
stitutionality of Article 2, Chapter 110 of the General Statutes is 
overruled. 


4. Did the juvenile court judge err by preventing an appeal in 
forma pauperis in these proceedings? 


(18, 19] An appeal may be taken from any order or judgment 
of the juvenile court to the North Carolina Court of Appeals in all 
cases. When an appeal is thus taken the district Judge must sum- 
marize the evidence and make findings of fact. All appeals are on 
the record on questions of law or legal inference. G.S. 7A-195; GS. 
110-40. By way of contrast, it should be noted that appeals from 
the district court in criminal cases are taken to the superior court 
for trial de novo before a jury. G.S. 7A-196(e). Thus, juvenile court 
proceedings in the district court are not classified as “criminal 
cases” appealable to the superior court; and statutes on criminal 
procedure, dealing with appointment of counsel for indigent defend- 
ants and permitting them to appeal in forma pauperis, have no ap- 
plication and offer no solution to the problem before us. 


Appeals in forma pauperis in civil actions tried in superior court 
are governed by G.S. 1-288 which provides, in pertinent part, that 
“fw]hen any party to a civil action tried and determined in the su- 
perior court . . . desires an appeal from the judgment rendered 
in the action . . . and is unable, by reason of his poverty, to 
make the deposit or to give the security required by law for said ap- 
peal, it shall be the duty of the judge . . . of said superior court 
to make an order allowing said party to appeal . . . without giv- 
ing security therefor. The party desiring to appeal . .. shall 

. make affidavit that he is unable by reason of his poverty to 
give the security required by law, and that he is advised by a prac- 
ticing attorney that there is error in matter of law in the decision 
of the superior court in said action. The affidavit must be accom- 
panied by a written statement from a practicing attorney . 
that he has examined the affiant’s case, and is of opinion that the 
decision of the superior court, in said action, is contrary to law.” 
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[20, 21] GS. 7A-193 provides: “Except as otherwise provided in 
this chapter, the civil procedure provided in chapter 1 of the Gen- 
eral Statutes applies in the district court division of the General 
Court of Justice. Where there is reference in chapter 1 of the General 
Statutes to the superior court, it shall be deemed to refer also to the 
district court in respect of causes in the district court division.” It 
is not “otherwise provided” in Chapter 7A of the General Statutes. 
It therefore follows that G.S. 1-288 is applicable to appeals in civil 
actions and juvenile proceedings tried in the district court. Com- 
pliance with its terms was necessary to entitle appellants to an 
order allowing them to appeal 7n forma pauperis. The requirements 
are mandatory and must be observed. Anderson v. Worthington, 
238 N.C. 577, 78 S.E. 2d 333; Wilkams v. Tillman, 229 N.C. 484, 
50 §.E. 2d 33; Clark v. Clark, 225 N.C. 687, 36 S.E. 2d 261; Frank- 
lin v. Gentry, 222 N.C. 41, 21 3.E. 2d 828; McIntire v. McIntire, 
203 N.C. 631, 166 S.E. 732. Since the required affidavit and certifi- 
eate of counsel were not filed in compliance with the statute, the 
Court of Appeals concluded that the district court judge committed 
no error in declining to issue an order providing for an appeal in 
forma pauperis. We concur and note parenthetically that no prej- 
udice has resulted to the juveniles involved. Their appeals have been 
prepared, docketed and heard by both courts in the Appellate Di- 
vision of the General Court of Justice. They have been diligently 
represented by able counsel. While this may not conclusively rebut 
the suggestion of indigeney, it conclusively shows that lack of an 
order providing for appeals in forma pawperis was harmless. 


[22] When there is error on the face of the record an appeal pre- 
sents the matter for review, ancl the judgment may be modified to 
conform to legal requirements. James v. Pretlow, 242 N.C. 102, 86 
S.E. 2d 759; Smith v. Smith, 223 N.C. 438, 27 S.E. 2d 187; Sheets 
v. Walsh, 215 N.C. 711, 2 S.E. 2d 861. 


[23, 24] We note ex mero mctu that the “Order of Commitment 
and Probation” signed by the able and patient judge in each of these 
cases exceeds the disposition authorized by G.S. 110-29. That stat- 
ute provides that the court, if satisfied that the child is in need of 
the care, protection, or discipline of the State, may so adjudicate, 
and may find the child to be delinquent, neglected, or in need of more 
suitable guidance. Thereupon the court may: (1) place the child on 
probation subject to named conditions; or (2) commit the child to 
the custody of a relative, etc.; or (3) commit the child to the custody 
of the County Department of Public Welfare to be placed by said 
department in an institution maintained by the State; or (4) com- 
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mit the child directly to an appropriate State or private institution 
or family home; or (5) render such further judgment or make such 
further order of commitment as may be authorized by law. These 
authorized dispositions are stated in the alternative. The judge may 
use any one of them but is not empowered to use two or more at the 
same time. When he placed each child on probation subject to the 
conditions named in the order, he exhausted his immediate authority. 
Therefore, that portion of the order in each case which adjudged 
that the juvenile be “committed to the custody of the Hyde County 
Department of Public Welfare to be placed by said department in a 
suitable institution maintained by the State for the care of delin- 
quents (as said institutions are enumerated in GS. 134-91), after 
having first received notice from the superintendent of said institu- 
tion that such person can be received, and held by said institution 
for no definite term but until such time as The Board of Juvenile 
Correction or the Superintendent of said institution may determine, 
not inconsistent with the laws of this State” is unauthorized and 
must be deleted. Each judgment is accordingly modified by deleting 
the quoted portion together with the words “this commitment is sus- 
pended and said child,” which are now redundant. 


[25, 26] When a child is placed on probation, as here, the judge 
determines the duration and conditions thereof, and may modify 
same at any time. Probation may be revoked at any time the court 
finds the conditions of probation have been breached. The court may 
then commit the juvenile or make such other disposition as it might 
have made at the time the child was placed on probation. GS. 
110-32. 


The result reached by the Court of Appeals in all other respects 
is affirmed. Let the cases be remanded to the Court of Appeals for 
certification to the District Court of Hyde County for compliance 
with this opinion. 


Modified and affirmed. 


BossitT and SHarp, JJ., dissent. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA vy. FERRELL ROBBINS 
No. 8 


(Filed 15 October 1969) 


Homicide § 4— first-degree murder — elements 
Murder in the first degree is the unlawful killing of a human being 
with malice and with premeditation and deliberation. 


Homicide § 4— first-degree murder — intent to kill 


A specific intent to kill is a necessary constituent of the elements of 
premeditation and deliberation in first-degree murder. 


Criminal Law § 176——- review of judgment on motion to nonsuit — 
consideration of evidence 

Where defendant offered evidence after his motion for judgment as of 
nonsuit at the close of the State’s evidence, the Court on appeal will con- 
sider only the denial of the motion made at the close of all the evidence, 
and the Court must act in light of all the evidence. G.S. 15-173. 


Homicide § 2i— nonsuit motion — premeditation and deliberation 
— sufficiency of evidence 

Defendant’s motion for judgment as of nonsuit in a homicide prosecu- 
tion presents the question of whether the State has presented substantial 
evidence —-circumstantial, direct, or hboth—that defendant acted with 
premeditation and deliberation. 


5. Homicide § 21— first-degree murder — premeditation and delibera- 
tion — nonsuit 
In prosecution charging defendant with the first-degree murder of his 
wife, there was substantial evidence of premeditation and deliberation 
on the part of defendant to withstand motion for nonsuit. 
6. Constitutional Law § 21— right to security in the home — search 
warrant 


The Fourth Amendment to the U. S. Constitution and Art. I, § 15, of 
the N. C. Constitution guarantee that, in ordinary circumstances, even the 
strong arm of the law cannot invade the home except under authority of 
a search warrant issued in accordance with statutory provisions. 


. Criminal Law § 84— _ evidence obtained by illegal search — compe- 


tency 
Evidence obtained by an illegal search without a search warrant is in- 
admissible. G.S, 15-27. 


. Searches and Seizures § 1; Crirninal Law § 84—— warrantless search 


— test of unreasonableness 


The constitutional rights of a defendant are not violated by a warrant- 
less search unless the search is wnreasonable. 


. Searches and Seizures § 1— reasonableness of search 


The reasonableness of the search must be determined by the court 
from the facts and circumstances of each individual case, 
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10. Searches and Seizures § 1— what constitutes unreasonable search 


An unreasonable search is an examination or inspection without au- 
thority of law of one’s premises or person with a view to the discovery of 
some evidence of guilt to be used in a criminal prosecution. 


11. Searches and Seizures § 1; Criminal Law § 84— _ entry into de- 
fendant’s home without warrant— crime scene — admissibility of 
testimony 


In a prosecution charging defendant with the first-degree murder of 
his wife, a deputy sheriff’s entry into defendant’s home without a war- 
rant was lawful, and consequently his testimony relating to the view of 
the crime scene inside the home was properly admitted in evidence, where 
the officer, unaware of the existence of any crime, entered the dwelling 
at the request of defendant’s brothers who feared that harm had come to 
their brother and sister-in-law. 


12. Criminal Law §§ 73, 77— admission by defendant — testimony of 
officer —— hearsay rule 

Testimony by police officer as to a conversation he overheard between 
defendant and his niece in which defendant admitted his guilt of mur- 
dering his wife and stated his motive in doing so, is held admissible, the 
testimony not being in violation of the hearsay rule since its probative 
force did not depend upon the competency or credibility of any person 
other than the officer, 


13. Criminal Law § 77— competency of admissions 


Admissions of fact by a defendant pertinent to the issue which tend to 
prove his guilt of the offense charged are competent against him. 


14. Criminal Law §§ 99, 170— conduct of trial—Jleading questions 
by trial court — voir dire 
Trial court did not err in asking deputy sheriff leading questions on a 
voir dire hearing in the absence of the jury. 


15. Criminal Law § 99— conduct of trial —~ questions by trial court 


The trial court may propound competent questions to a witness in 
order to develop some relevant fact which had been overlooked. 


16. Criminal Law § 78— _ testimony of assertions of third person — ad- 


missibility — voir dire hearing 


Testimony by deputy sheriff as to statements of jailer over the tele- 
phone that there was trouble at defendant’s home and that defendant’s 
brothers were worried is held properly admitted on voir dire hearing in 
the absence of the jury, since the testimony was in explanation of why 
the officer went to defendant’s home. 


* 


17. Criminal Law § 169—— admission of evidence — harmless error 
The admission of testimony over objection is ordinarily rendered harm- 
less when defendant elicits similar testimony on cross-examination or in- 
troduces similar testimony himself. 


18. Homicide § 25—— instructions — first-degree murder — definition of 
‘tmalice’’ 


Where the trial court in first-degree murder prosecution correctly de- 
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fined the term “malice” before it reached the charge on murder in the 
first degree, the court was not required to repeat the definition of “malice” 
in its instructions on the elements of the offense. 


19. Criminal Law § 113— instructions — repetition of the definition 
of a word 
Where the trial court correctly defines a word in its charge to the jury, 
the court is not required to repeat the definition each time the word is re- 
peated in the charge. 


AppraL by defendant from JJartin, J., at November Session 1969, 
RUTHERFORD Superior Court. 


After selection of the jury and before the State called its first 
witness, the defendant moved to suppress the State’s evidence on 
the ground that it was secured by an unlawiul search. The court 
then conducted a voir dire hearing to determine the admissibility of 
the testimony of Officer Russell Dunean. On voir dire Officer Dun- 
can testified that on the morning of 5 May 1968 he was employed 
as a Deputy Sheriff of Rutherford County; that at approximately 
9:15 A.M. on that date he went to the house of defendant, at the 
request of defendant’s brothers, Elmer and Vernon Robbins, pur- 
suant to a message relayed to him from the Sheriff of Rutherford 
County. Upon arriving at defendant’s house, the officer stated that 
the brothers told him the following: 


“They stated that they received a telephone call earlier — 
“earlier; that it was from Ferrell, but they couldn’t under- 
stand what he was saying; that they was worried that something 
was wrong. 

“They wanted to get in. They wanted to get in and find out 


what was wrong. In order to get into the house, I tried to pull 
the screen open by the handle, but I couldn’t. So I took my 


knife and cut the screen .. . unlocked the screen 
opened it . . . got hold of the door handle and tried to open 
the door . .. couldn’t get it open .. . tried to kick the 


door down and I ecouldn’t.” 


The officer then testified that one of the brothers brought him an 
iron bar which he used to break out a panel of glass in the door, so 
that he could reach inside the house, unlock the door, and gain entry 
into the house. Before entering the house, the officer said that he 
called as loud as he could to see if anyone would answer. He called 
for Mr. Ferrell Robbins and “hollered” and beat on the door and 
the window without receiving any answer. He further testified: 


“T figured something was wrong in the house, because the door 
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was locked from the inside and nobody could have left and 
locked the screen from the inside and the door was locked from 
the inside and I figured there was somebody in there. Mr. 
Ferrell Robbins’ car was parked in the yard.” 


vi 


. I entered to find out what was wrong in the house, be- 
cause they didn’t answer. I wasn’t searching the house, no.” 


‘“ . , The brothers are the ones who wanted me to go, the 
sheriff sent me but at the brother’s request. The man who talked 
to me on the telephone didn’t say anything about a felony be- 
ing committed. . . .” 


The witness stated that upon entering the house he found the de- 
ceased, Beatrice Robbins, and defendant lying together on the floor 
near the front door. Mrs. Robbins was not breathing. He heard a 
gurgling sound and discovered that defendant was still alive. He 
found a rifle at the feet of defendant and several apparent bullet 
holes in the body of the deceased. 


Vernon Robbins, a brother of defendant, testified that in re- 
sponse to a telephone call from defendant he went to defendant’s 
house. On the way he picked up another brother, Elmer. They ar- 
rived at approximately 8:00 o’clock A.M. and could not get into the 
house, and observed defendant’s car was parked in front of the 
house. Vernon testified: 


“We stayed over at my brother’s house five or ten minutes be- 
fore we went over to the jail. He was in bad shape and had 
been all the time. I was concerned about him. I just wanted an 
officer to go in there and see what was wrong.” 


At the conclusion of the voir dire hearing, the trial judge made 
full findings of fact and conclusions of law and held “that the tes- 
timony of the witness Russell Duncan, is competent and admissible 
in the trial of this case, insofar as the objection to such testimony 
is concerned for violating of the search and seizure rule.” Thereupon 
the State offered its first witness, Oficer Russell Duncan, in the pres- 
ence of the jury, and he substantially reiterated his voir dire testi- 
mony. 


The State offered Sheriff Damon Huskey as a witness. The court 
again conducted a voir dire hearing to determine whether or not the 
statements made by defendant to the Sheriff would be admissible. 
On such hearing the Sheriff testified that he went to the hospital 
room of defendant and upon arrival defendant asked how his wife 
was getting along. The Sheriff told him that she was dead, and that 
he was under arrest for murder. The Sheriff then “advised him of 
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his rights” as approved by Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 486. When 
the jury returned to the courtroom, the Sheriff merely testified as to 
wounds he observed on defendant. However, when the Sheriff was 
recalled for examination, defendant’s attorney elicited testimony 
before the jury as to the conversation between himself and defend- 
ant in which defendant said he shot her “because she was going to 
leave, because her daughter wanted her to go with them down east 
somewhere.” He also testified about a statement he made to defend- 
ant’s deceased wife to the effect that she should pack up her be- 
longings and leave the county. 


State’s witness Mrs. Nell Bridges stated that on 4 May 1968 she 
and Jackie Brandle and decedent went to the Robbins’ house to get 
some clothes. As they started to leave, Robbins took hold of his 
wife’s arm and said, “I just want her to stay one hour and I will 
bring her.” Deceased remained with her husband. 


At the close of State’s evidence, defendant moved for a judg- 
ment as of nonsuit on the first degree charge. Which was denied. 


Defendant offered evidence which tended to show that prior to 
5 May 1968 he had been upset and despondent. Dr. Ernest Yelton 
said he had sent defendant to the hospital ‘to get him off whiskey.” 
He identified Defendant’s Exhibit 1 as being Librium 25 mil. cap- 
sules. 


Dr. Laeczko, an expert in psychiatry, testified that defendant was 
admitted to Dorothea Dix Hospital on 15 May 1968 and remained 
there under his care until his discharge on 1 July 1968. He stated 
that defendant was competent to return te court for trial, and that 
he knew right from wrong. He had no opinion as to whether defend- 
ant knew it was wrong to kill his wife as of 5 May 1968. 


Defendant offered other evidence which tended to show that on 
5 May 1968 he was under the influence of a combination of Librium 
and whiskey, which caused a clouded consciousness, impaired judg- 
ment and impaired memory. Defendant testified and denied any 
memory of the events of 5 May 1968. He stated that he did not re- 
member having killed his wife and had no memory of any discus- 
sions with anyone in which he had admitted killing his wife or mak- 
ing any pact with her in reference thereto. 

Dean Sheehan, a special deputy assigned to guard defendant's 
room, testified that in a discussion with defendant, defendant told 
him that he shot his wife as a result of a suicide pact. 


The jury returned a verdict of guilty of first degree murder with 
the recommendation that his punishment be imprisonment for life. 
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Judgment was entered on the verdict, and defendant gave notice of 
appeal. Appeal was not perfected within the time allowed by the 
trial court. Defendant’s attorneys petitioned that a writ of certiorari 
issue allowing him to perfect his appeal. This petition was allowed 
by order of this Court dated 17 February 1969. 


Attorney General Morgan and Deputy Attorney General Moody 
for the State. 


J. Nat Hamrick for defendant. 


BRANCH, J. 


Defendant moved for judgment as of nonsuit on the first degree 
murder charge at the conclusion of the State’s evidence and at the 
close of all the evidence. He assigns as error the failure of the court 
to grant his motions. 


[1, 2] Murder in the first degree is the unlawful killing of a 
human being with malice and with premeditation and deliberation. 
A specific intent to kill is a necessary constituent of the elements 
of premeditation and deliberation in first degree murder. State v. 
Downey, 258 N.C. 348, 117 S.E. 2d 89; State v. Propst, 274 N.C. 
62, 161 S.E. 2d 560. 


In State v. Buffkin, 209 N.C. 117, 183 8.E. 548, it 1s stated: 


“Premeditation means thought over beforehand for some 
length of time, however short, but no particular time is re- 
quired for the mental process of premeditation. Deliberation 
means revolving over in the mind. A deliberate act is one done 
in a cool state of the blood in furtherance of some fixed design.” 


[3] Since defendant offered evidence after his motion for judg- 
ment as of nonsuit at the close of the State’s evidence, we consider 
only the denial of the motion made at the close of all the evidence, 
and we must act in light of all the evidence. State v. Leggett, 255 
N.C. 358, 121 S.E. 2d 533; State v. Norton, 222 N.C. 418, 23 S.E. 
2d 301; G.S. 15-173. 


[4] Defendant’s motion for judgment as of nonsuit presented the 
question of whether the State had presented substantial evidence — 
circumstantial, direct, or both—that defendant acted with pre-. 
meditation and deliberation. We must take the evidence in the light 
most favorable to the State when considering this question. State 
v. Bogan, 266 N.C. 99, 145 3S.E. 2d 374; State v. Stephens, 244 N.C. 
380, 93 S.E. 2d 481. 
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In connection with this assignment of error we quote the follow- 
ing testimony: 

Defendant’s witness Dean Sheehan: “Mr. Robbins told me they 
made an agreement. That they were in trouble and couldn’t get 
along, and if he would promise to kill himself, she would let him 
kill her and kill himself, and said she started to walk toward the 
front door and turned around anc he shot her.” 


State’s witness Oris Bridges: “. . . (T)he telephone rang and 
it was Ferrell Robbins. He called rne and said I know where she (de- 
ceased wife) 1s and how she got there. He said, ‘she will be sorry of 
this, in fact, the whole family will be sorry and I do mean sorry.’ ” 


State’s witness Damon Huskey: “Terrell Robbins told me, ‘I 
shot my wife, how is she getting along.’ I told him I was sorry. He 
said, ‘Well, I’m not, she is better off, and I would do it again, and 
you will never try me, I will kill myself.’ I told him I was arrest- 
ing him for murder. When I asked how come you shot her, Ferrell 
Robbins said beeause she was going to leave, because her daughter 
wanted her to go with them down east somewhere, Charlotte or 
somewhere,” 


[5] We think this testimony, when considered with all the evi- 
dence, discloses facts which constitute substantial evidence of pre- 
meditation and deliberation on the part of defendant. Thus, the trial 
court properly overruled defendant’s motion for judgment as of 
nonsulit. 


Defendant contends that the court erred in failing to suppress 
the testimony of Deputy Sheriff Russcll Duncan as being the 
product of an illegal search and seizure, in violation of Art. 1, § 15, 
of the North Carolina Constitution and the Fourth Amendment to 
the United States Constitution. 


[6, 7] The Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution 
and Art. I, § 15, of the North Carolina Constitution guarantee that, 
in ordinary circumstances, even the strong arm of the law cannot 
invade the home exeept under authority of a search warrant issued 
in accord with statutory provisions, In re Walters, 229 N.C. 111, 47 
S.E. 2d 709, and evidence obtained by an illegal search without a 
search warrant is inadmissible. G.S. 15-27. State v. Smith, 242 N.C. 
297, 87 S.E. 2d 593; AMfapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643, 6 L. ed 2d 1081. 


18, 9] The constitutional rights of a defendant are not violated 
by a warrantless search unless the search is unreasonable. State v. 
Colson, 274 N.C. 295, 168 S.E. 2d 376; District of Columbia v. LInttle, 
339 U.S. 1, 94 L. ed. 599. The reasonableness of the search must be 
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determined by the court from the facts and circumstances of each 
individual case. State v. Howard, 274 N.C. 186, 162 S.E. 2d 495; 
Berger v. New York, 388 U.S. 41, 18 L. ed 2d 1040. 


[10] This Court has defined an unreasonable search to be “ ‘an 
examination or inspection without authority of law of one’s prem- 
ises or person, with a view to the discovery of . . . some evidence 
of guilt, to be used in the prosecution of a criminal action.’ 47 Am. 
Jur., Searches and Seizures § 52.” State v. Colson, supra. 


The United States Supreme Court considered this question in 
the case of Warden, Maryland Penitentiary v. Hayden, 387 US. 
294, 18 L. ed. 2d 782. There, the police entered respondent’s home 
with his wife’s permission minutes after being informed that an 
armed robbery had occurred and that the suspect had entered re- 
spondent’s house. Respondent was in the house feigning sleep. He 
was arrested and the officers, without a search warrant, found dam- 
aging evidence which was introduced at his trial. The Supreme 
Court, in holding the entry and search valid, stated: 


“We agree with the Court of Appeals that neither the entry 
without warrant to search for the robber, nor the search for 
him without warrant was invalid. Under the circumstances of 
this case, ‘the exigencies of the situation made that course im- 
perative.’ McDonald v. United States, 335 U.S. 451, 456. The 
police were informed that an armed robbery had taken place, 
and that the suspect had entered 2111 Cocoa Lane less than 
five minutes before they reached it. They acted reasonably 
when they entered the house and began to search for a man of 
the description they had been given and for weapons which he 
had used in the robbery or might use against them. The Fourth 
Amendment does not require police officers to delay in the 
course of an investigation 1f to do so would gravely endanger 
their lives or the lives of others. Speed here was essential. ha 


In the case of State v. Howard, supra, Justice Sharp, speaking 
for the Court, stated: 


“'. . If the officers’ presence was lawful, the observation 
and seizure of what was then and there apparent could not in 
itself be unlawful. Harris v. United States, supra; Ker v. Cali- 
forma, 374 U.S. 23, 838 8. Ct. 1628, 10 L. ed. 2d 726; United 
States v. Horton, 328 F. 2d 132 (8rd Cir.) 


“Neither the Fourth Amendment nor G.S, 15-27 is applic- 
able where no search is made. The law does not prohibit a 
seizure without a warrant by an officer in the discharge of his 
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official duties where the article seized is in plain view. State v. 
Craddock, 272 N.C. 160, 158 S.E. 2d 25; State v. Kinley, 
270 N.C. 296, 154 S.E. 2d 95; State v. Bell, 270 N.C. 25, 1538 
S.E. 2d 741; State v. Giles, 254 N.C. 499, 119 S.E. 2d 394; Ker 
v. California, supra; Harris v. United States, supra.” 


[11] In the instant case the officer was not engaged in a search 
for evidence to be used in a crimina! prosecution. He entered de- 
fendant’s dwelling at the request of defendant’s brothers, who were 
very apprehensive and worried about defendant. Under the present 
law the officer would not have had any basis to request a search war- 
rant since he could not allege a particular object which he sought. 
State v. Bullard, 267 N.C. 599, 148 S.E. 2d 565. He was simply lend- 
ing the strong arm of the law to a distressed family who feared that 
harm had come to their brother and sister-in-law. The officer’s 
presence was lawtul and his testimony as to things in plain view 
was properly admitted into evidence. 


For the same reasons stated above, defendant’s objections to 
admission of State’s Exhibits, discovered as a result of Deputy 
Dunean’s entry into defendant’s house, are overruled. 


[12] Defendant assigns as error the action of the court in allow- 
ing the witness Oris Bridges to testify to a conversation which he 
allegedly heard between defendant and his niece, Jackie Brandle, 
as being in violation of the hearsay rule. The pertinent portion of 
this testimony was as follows: 

“Jackie walked up to the bed and told Ferrell — 

MR. MAHONEY: Objection 

COURT: Overruled. 

EXCEPTION NO. 105 


A. —that the funeral home was ready for some clothing and 
we wanted some clothing and Ferrell said —- 


MR. MAHONEY: Objection to what Ferrell said. 
COURT: Overruled. 
EXCEPTION NO. 106. 


A. —they were in storage and one of his brothers would get 
them for us, and Jackie said — 


MR. MAHONEY: Objection to what Jackie said. 
COURT: Overruled. EXCEPTION NO. 107. 


A. —Jackie Brandle, my niece asked Ferrell if he had any 
insurance and he said — 
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OBJECTION OVERRULED EXCEPTION NO. 108 

A, —he said ‘You’ve got the insurance in Raleigh,’ and Jackie 
said ‘Why did you do this?” 

MR. MAHONEY: Objection, if your Honor please. 

COURT: Overruled. 

EXCEPTION NO. 109. 


A. —and he says, ‘I killed her and I’m not a bit sorry of it, 
because she was mine. She was going to leave me and go with 
you and I killed her and I’m not a bit sorry of it.’ 


Q. Then what did she ask about her mother? 


A. Jackie said, ‘Ferrell, how long did you make my mother 
suffer? 


MR. MAHONEY: Objection now. 
COURT: Overruled. 
EXCEPTION NO. 110. 


A. He was lying on his back and he put kind of shrugged his 
shoulders and raised his hands up off the bed and says, ‘Oh, just 
a few seconds. It was all over within just a few seconds.’ ” 


We note, parenthetically, that defendant offered testimony of one 
Dallas Aerial, the guard assigned to defendant, to the effect that he 
was present when defendant talked with Jackie Brandle and that he 
never heard the statements which defendant allegedly made to her. 


[13] It is well settled law in this jurisdiction that in a criminal 
prosecution admissions of fact by a defendant pertinent to the issue 
which tend to prove his guilt of the offense charged are competent 
against him. State v. Porth, 269 N.C. 329, 158 S.E. 2d 10; State v. 
Woolard, 260 N.C. 133, 182 S.E. 2d 364; State v. Abernethy, 220 
N.C. 226, 17 S.E. 2d 25; State v. Lawhorn, 88 N.C. 6384. 


The case of State v. Hopkins, 154 N.C. 622, 70 S.E. 394, is fac- 
tually similar to the instant case. There, a police officer was allowed 
to testify to a conversation he overheard between one Streeter and 
the defendant, which tended to establish the guilt of the defendant 
upon an indictment charging unlawful sale of liquor. Holding the 
evidence competent, the Court stated: 


“Such evidence does not constitute the ex parte declara- 
tion of Streeter, as contended, but it 1s competent because it is 
a conversation of the defendant with Streeter and tends to prove 
the guilt of the accused by his own declarations.” 
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[12] In support of his contention that this evidence is barred by the 
hearsay rule, defendant quotes from Stansbury, North Carolina 
Evidence, § 138, at 335, as follows: 


“Evidence, oral or written, is called hearsay when its prob- 
ative force depends, in whcele or in part, upon the competency 
and credibility of some person other than the witness by whom 
it is sought to produce it.” 


We agree that this is a correct statement of the law; however, de- 
fendant can find no comfort in this definition, since the probative 
force of the evidence did not depend upon the competency or cred- 
ibility of some person other than the witness. Here, the witness testi- 
fied as to what he actually heard defendant say. 


Defendant also cites the case of Jones v. Bailey, 246 N.C. 599, 
99 S.E. 2d 768, as authority to support this contention. Jones v. 
Bailey was a civil action in which plaintiff sought to testify as to 
statements made by a police officer in answer to an inquiry by de- 
fendant. The answer given by the police officer tended to establish 
relevant facts against defendant. The Court held this evidence in- 
admissible. However, Jones v. Bailey is distinguishable from the 
instant case because the statements of fact offered against the de- 
fendant were not made by the defendant. 


The testimony here offered tended to establish motive on the 
part of defendant to commit the crime and to otherwise estab- 
lish his guilt. We therefore hold that the admissions made by de- 
fendant were properly admitted into evidence. Neither was the ad- 
mission of the questions contained in the colloquy between Jackie 
Brandle and defendant erroneous. The questions were necessary to 
make the purported admissions intelligible. 


[14] We next consider the question of whether the trial court 
committed prejudicial error by asking Deputy Sheriff Duncan lead- 
ing questions when he was examined on a voir dire hearing in ab- 
sence of the jury. The trial judge, inter alia, questioned the officer 
as follows: 

“In other words, in addition to the duties of your office to 
arrest persons accused of crime and investigate the violation of 
the criminal laws, your office also has the duty and undertakes 
to carry out the duty of protecting the lives of the citizens of 
Rutherford County and other people in Rutherford County 
when the violations of the criminal law are not involved. 


A. Yes Sir. 
EXCEPTION NO. 19 
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COURT: And it was in the performance of this duty that 
you first entered into the home of Ferrell Robbins? 


A. Yes Sir. 
EXCEPTION NO. 20. 


[14, 15] Had the jury been present, the trial judge would have 
been justified in propounding competent questions in order to de- 
velop some relevant fact which had been overlooked. State v. Kirby, 
273 N.C. 306, 160 S.E. 2d 24. A fortron, the trial judge was justified 
in asking such questions in the Jury’s absence, even though the ques- 
tions may not have been properly framed. None of the evidence was 
ever before the jury. See State v. Pressley, 266 N.C. 578, 146 S.E. 
2d 824. 


{16} On the same voir dire hearing, in the absence of the jury, 
Officer Duncan testified, in part: 


“COURT: Did you get a radio message, Mr. Duncan, to go 
to the Robbins’ house? 


EXCEPTION NO. 29. 

A. No, sir, I got a telephone call. 
COURT: Who was it from? 
EXCEPTION NO. 30 


A. The jailer. He said that his brothers were at the Jail and 
concerned about their brother and the sheriff said for me to go 
down there. The brothers are the ones who wanted me to go, 
the sheriff sent me but at the brothers’ request. The man who 
talked to me on the telephone didn’t say anything about a 
felony being committed he said there was trouble. That they 
were concerned about their brother and they couldn’t get in 
and that there was some trouble in the house and they were 
worrled.” 


In 2 N.C. Index 2d, Criminal Law, § 78, at 573, we find the 
following: 


“While testimony of extrajudicial assertions of a third per- 
son is incompetent to prove the truth of the facts asserted by 
such person, the hearsay rule does not preclude testimony of 
such assertions for the purpose of showing the state of mind of 
the witness in consequence of such assertions and not for the 
purpose of proving the matters asserted.” 


Clearly the challenged testimony was elicited so that the trial 
judge could determine why the witness acted as he did. The state- 
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ment of the jailer proved no relevant facts. Again, this testimony 
was not before the jury and the content of the testimony was not 
harmful or prejudicial to defendant’s defense. 


{17] Defendant assigns as error the action of the trial judge in 
allowing Sheriff Huskey to testify that as a result of a telephone 
conversation with the deceased he told her to leave the county. 


Sheriff Damon Huskey, a State’s witness, testified: “I talked to 
Mrs. Beatrice Robbins on Saturday, May 4, 1968 about lunchtime 
by telephone. . . . I told her to go back into the house and get 
her stuff and leave the county.” The Sheriff had previously testified 
under cross-examination by defendant: ‘When I asked how come 
vou shot her, Ferrell Robbins said because she was going to leave, 
because her daughter wanted her to go with them down east some- 
where, Charlotte or somewhere. I knew the deceased, Beatrice Rob- 
bins, was down in Raleigh at the home of her daughter, Mrs. Jac- 
queline Brandle, for a week or ten days before May 5, 1968.” 


Defendant contends that this testimony prejudiced defendant 
because it amounted to an inference that it was dangerous for de- 
ceased to go to her home while defendant was there. The State, on 
the other hand, contends that this evidence is admissible to show 
motive. However, without reaching the merits of either contention, 
it is apparent that the admissions of this evidence becomes harmless 
and was cured by the testimony elicited by defendant from the 
Sheriff (quoted above), and for the further reason that defendant’s 
witness Dean Sheehan thereafter gave powerful evidence of motive, 
premeditation and deliberation when he testified concerning a sui- 
cide pact between defendant and deceased. 


The admission of testimony over objection is ordinarily rendered 
harmless when defendant elicits similar testimony on cross-examina- 
tion or introduces similar testimony himself. State v. Jarrett, 271 
N.C. 576; State v. Adams, 245 N.C. 344; State v. Humbles, 241 N.C. 
47, This assignment of error is overruled. 


[18] The trial court’s charge to the jury is challenged because of 
the failure of the court to define the term “malice” in charging on 
first degree murder, even though the court had previously defined 
the term. 


[18, 19] The Judge correctly defined ‘malice’ before he reached 
the charge on murder in the first degree. He correctly defined the 
crime of murder in the first degree, including the necessity that the 
killing be with “malice”. The trial judge is not required to repeat a 
definition each time a word or term is repeated in the charge when 
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it has once been defined. State v. Davis, 265 N.C. 720, 145 S.E. 2d 
7; State v. Tyndall, 230 N.C. 174, 52 S.E. 2d 272. When the charge 
is read contextually, we do not think that the jury was misled or 
confused by such omission. This assignment of error is overruled. 


We have carefully examined defendant’s other assignments of 
error and find no prejudicial error. 


No error. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. DANIEL ROSS 
No. 18 


(Filed 15 October 1969) 


. Criminal Law § 88; Witnesses § 8——  cross-examination of defend- 
ant — collateral matters —- negative answers — harmless error 
In this homicide prosecution, the trial court did not commit prejudicial 
error in its rulings on defendant’s objections to questions which the so- 
licitor asked the defendant on cross-examination, where the questions in- 
volved collateral matters and the defendant’s negative answers were con- 
clusive and rendered the questions harmless. 


ad 


2. Criminal Law § 88; Witnesses § 8— _ rulings on cross-examination 
— appellate review 
Trial court’s rulings on objections to cross-examination should not be 
disturbed except when prejudicial error is disclosed, since the trial court 
hears all witnesses, observes their demeanor, knows the background of 
the case and is thus in a favorable position to control the scope of cross- 
examination. 


8. Homicide § 20; Criminal Law § 42— _ bullets taken from victim's 
body — identification — admissibility 
In this homicide prosecution, two bullets introduced by the State over 
defendant’s objection were properly identified and therefore admissible 
in evidence, where the pathologist who performed an autopsy on the vie- 
tim testified that he removed two bullets from the victim’s body and 
marked them for identification, and that one of these bullets pierced the 
victim’s heart and caused her death. 


4. Homicide § 30— _ instructions — necessity for submission of involun- 
tary manslaughter 
In this prosecution for first degree murder, the evidence neither re- 
quired nor permitted the court to charge the jury that it might return a 
verdict of involuntary manslaughter. 


AppEAL by defendant from Carr, J., March 17, 1969 Session, 
WAKE Superior Court. 
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The defendant, Daniel Ross, was indicted, tried, convicted and 
given a sentence of life imprisonment for the first degree murder of 
his wife, Mary Elizabeth Young Ross. The State’s evidence dis- 
closed the defendant and his wife, prior to November, 1968, were 
living in a state of separation — he in New York; she and their two 
children with her mother (Mrs. Young) in Raleigh. On the after- 
noon of November 2, the defendant and his sister appeared at the 
Young home, from which they took the defendant’s wife and the 
two children to the shopping center in North Hills. On their return 
to the Young home, the defendant and his wife entered the house. 
The wife’s brother, Leon Young, age 17 years, testified: 


as 


. I was outside and I heard two shots and J ran into 
the house and I saw Daniel coming cut the front room standing 
to the hall. Then he went outdoors, unloaded the gun, and came 
back and shot again. 


I could see Daniel standing on the porch as he unloaded the 
pistol, reloaded it, and shot my sister, who was standing in the 
middle room of the house. I could see my sister before the last 
shot was fired and she was not injured. After the last shot, I 
saw an injury on her right elbow and I saw blood. She did not 
have a weapon of any kind and I did not hear any conversation 
between my sister and Daniel Ross. 


. After the shot was fired, Daniel Ross ran to his sister’s 
car, sald something about the hospital, and they drove away. I 
did not see any injuries on Daniel Ross.” 


Charles McAllister, another witness to part of the difficulty, testi- 
fied that while he was in the bathroom he heard a couple of shots. 
Later, he heard another shot. “. . . I came out of the bathroom and 
Daniel Ross was standing in the hallway shooting Mary, who was 
also in the hallway. I heard approximately five shots in all. Mary 
fell in the hallway and I grabbed her and put a pillow under her 
head. . . . After the last group of shots, Daniel Ross got in his 
ear and drive away.” 


Immediately after the shooting, the defendant fled to New York. 
He was arrested there and returned to North Carolina for trial. 


Dr. Pate, who performed the autopsy, testified: 


“' . . I noticed four bullet wounds in all. There was a bullet 
wound which entered the center of the chest, right on the breast- 
bone. There was a bullet wound in the left flank region. There 
was another bullet wound that entered just above the left elbow 
and right on the opposite side of the arm was an exit wound 
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for that bullet. And there was a bullet wound in the left wrist 
and on the opposite side, an exit wound. I performed an autopsy 
on the body and it is my opinion that Mrs. Ross died as a re- 
sult of a gunshot wound to the heart. I recovered two bullets 
from Mrs. Ross’ body. I initialed these bullets so I could iden- 
tify them and I turned them over to Mr. J. E. Pearce on No- 
vember 4, 1968.” 


Dr. Pate identified the bullets.) They were introduced in evidence 
over defendant’s objection. 


After motion for nonsuit was made and denied, the defendant 
testified that after he, his wife and children returned from the shop- 
ping center and entered the Young home, his wife asked defendant’s 
sister to leave the room so she and her husband could talk privately. 


“My wife and I had a conversation about a girl that I used to 
mess around with. At that time, Leon Young came inside the 
room and went into the kitchen. Mary walked to the kitchen 
and whispered something in his ear. 

“My wife and Leon were in the kitchen talking and Leon picked 
up a knife, fork, or something. When I got up and started back 
in the room, my wife, all of a sudden, stabbed me in the back 
of the neck. It felt something like a sting. . . . When I 
turned around, I turned around shooting. My wife had one arm 
up with a knife in her hand. I shot twice. 


“Charles McAllister came out of the bathroom and Leon ap- 
proached me with some object in his hand as I was standing 
on the steps. I unloaded the gun, put another bullet in the gun, 
and fired a shot toward Leon. . . .” 
The defendant’s sister, as a rebuttal witness for him, corroborated 
his evidence that he had a profusely bleeding wound on his neck. 
The jury returned a verdict of guilty of murder in the first de- 
gree and as a part of the verdict recommended that the defendant’s 
punishment be imprisonment for life in the State’s prison. From the 
judgment imposing a life sentence, the defendant gave notice of ap- 
peal assigning errors. 


Robert Morgan, Attorney General; Ralph Moody, Deputy Attor- 
ney General, for the State. 

Liles & Merriman by William W. Merriman, III, for the de- 
fendant. 


Hiccins, J. 
[1] In his brief, the defendant discusses ten exceptive assignments, 
eight of which involve objections to the solicitor’s cross examination 
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of the defendant, who testified as a witness in his own defense. The 
cross examination covered nine pages of the record. Under the so- 
licitor’s questions, the defendant admitted he had been convicted on 
a charge of assault on a female with a deadly weapon. He testified 
he was placed on probation and ordered to pay damages. He con- 
tended the shooting was an accident. He was convicted of larceny 
when he was a minor. He admitted he had been indicted for rape 
but was acquitted. Perhaps some of the solicitor’s questions were 
objectionable. However, they iavolved collateral matters. The de- 
fendant’s negative answers were conclusive and rendered the ques- 
tions harmless. State v. King, 224 N.C. 329, 30 S.E. 2d 230; Strong’s 
N. C. Index, 2d Ed., Witnesses, Sec. 8, Vol. 7, p. 701, et seq. 


[1, 2] Unquestionably in a trial for homicide only the survivor 
ean testify. The prosecuting officer has the right, and it is his duty, 
to cross examine a defendant who testifies in his own defense. A 
well directed cross examination may disclose fallacies, if any, in the 
defendant’s testimony and thus aid the jury in its search for the 
truth. A cross examination, especially where there are no eye wit- 
nesses, should be searching, but at all times it should be fair. The 
trial judge hears all witnesses and observes their demeanor as they 
testify. He knows the background of the case and is thus in a fa- 
vorable position to control the scope of the cross examination. The 
appellate court reviews a cold record. For this reason, the trial court, 
because of its favored position, should have wide discretion in the 
control of the trial. Its rulings should not be disturbed except when 
prejudicial error is disclosed. State v. Sheffield, 251 N.C. 309, 111 
S.E. 2d 195; State v. Stone, 226 N.C. 97, 36 S.E. 2d 704; State v. 
Wray, 217 N.C. 167, 7 S.E. 2d 468; State v. Beal, 199 N.C. 278, 154 
S.E. 604; State v. Davidson, 67 N.C. 119; State v. Patterson, 24 
N.C. 346; Wigmore on Evidence, 3d Ed., 495. The careful and pain- 
staking judge who tried this case did not commit prejudicial error 
in his rulings on defendant’s objections interposed during the cross 
examination, 


{3} The two bullets which the State introduced in evidence over 
defendant’s objection were properly identified and therefore admis- 
sible in evidence. Dr. Pate, the Pathologist who performed the au- 
topsy, testified he removed two bullets from Mrs. Ross’ body and 
marked them for identification. He testified one of these bullets 
pierced the heart and caused death. His identification before the 
court and jury at the trial made them admissible. “It 1s permissible 
to identify something taken from a human body by direct testi- 
mony of a witness that to his personal knowledge it is the thing in 
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question.” 21 A.L.R. 2d 1219; State v. Stroud, 254 N.C. 765, 119 
S.E. 2d 907; State v. Jarrett, 271 N.C. 576, 157 S.E. 2d 4. 


[4] In addition to the objection to the cross examination of the 
defendant and the introduction of the bullets in evidence, the de- 
fendant contends the court committed error in failing to charge the 
jury that it might render a verdict of involuntary manslaughter. The 
court charged the jury that under the evidence it might render one 
of these verdicts: (1) guilty of murder in the first degree; (2) 
guilty of murder in the first degree with recommendation that the 
punishment be imprisonment for life in the State’s prison; (38) 
guilty of murder in the second degree; (4) guilty of manslaughter; 
(5) not guilty. The court charged fully and correctly on the burden 
and intensity of the proof required to support each of the permis- 
sible verdicts of guilty; and that the failure of the State to carry the 
burden required a verdict of not guilty. The court charged fully and 
correctly on the defendant’s right to defend himself and to repel 
felonious assault. 


The State’s evidence revealed the defendant fired 4 or 5 shots at 
his wife who was unarmed. After the first series of shots, he stepped 
outside the hall, reloaded his pistol, returned and fired what perhaps 
was the fatal shot. The evidence was sufficient to support a convic- 
tion of murder in the first degree. The jury, as it had the right to do, 
fixed the punishment at life imprisonment. 


While the defendant did not point out and assign as error any 
particular or designated portion of the charge as required by appel- 
late rules, we have examined the charge and conclude it is in ac- 
cordance with legal requirements and is unobjectionable. The evi- 
dence neither required nor permitted the court to charge on invol- 
untary manslaughter. 


No error. 





STATE v. THADEUS NATHANIEL ALLRED, AttAss BERNARD BROWN 
No. 11 


(Filed 15 October 1969) 


1. Jury § 6— right to examine prospective jurors 
In selecting the jury in a civil or criminal action, the court or any 
party to the action has the right to make inquiry as to the fitness and 
competency of any person to serve as a juror. 
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Jury § 6— voir dire examination —- purposes 

The voir dire examination of jurors is a right secured to the defend- 
ant by statute and enables counsel to ascertain whether there exist grounds 
for challenge for cause and to exercise intelligently the peremptory chal- 
lenges allowed by law. 


Jury § 7— right of challenge — purpose 


The right of challenge is given for the purpose of selecting an impar- 
tial jury. 


Jury § 7—~ challenge to the poll — peremptory — for cause 

A challenge to the poll (to each prospective juror) may be peremptory 
within the limits allowed by law, or for cause without limit if cause is 
shown. 


Descent and Distribution § 9—- second cousins — degree of kinship 
Second cousins are related in the sixth degree of kinship. G.S. 1044-1. 


Jury § 7— challenge for cause — juror related to defendant — de- 
gree of kinship 

In this jurisdiction, a juror who is related to the defendant by blood 
or marriage within the ninth degree of Kinship is properly rejected when 
challenged by the State for cause on that ground. 


Jury § 7—~ challenge for cause — juror related to State’s witness 


While relationship within the ninth degree between a juror and a 
State’s witness, standing alone, is not legal ground for challenge for cause, 
where such relationship exists and is known and recognized by the juror, 
a defendant's challenge for cause should be rejected only if it should ap- 
pear clearly that, under the circumstances of the particular case, the 
challenged juror would have no reason or disposition to favor his kins- 
man by giving added weight to his testimony or otherwise. 


Jury § 7— challenge for cause — juror related to State’s witness 


Ordinarily, there would be no substantial basis for challenge for cause 
of a prospective juror related within the ninth degree to a State’s witness 
if the testimony of the witness will be directed to proof of some formal 
matter or to some minor facet of the case. 


Jury § 7—~ challenge for cause —~ juror related to State’s key wit- 
nesses 

In this first-degree murder prosecution, the trial court erred in dis- 
allowing defendant’s challenge for cause of a prospective juror who stated 
upon voir dire examination that he and two of the State’s witnesses were 
second cousins and that he had known them for 15 to 20 years, where the 
State’s case depended upon the testimony of the two witnesses, who were 
also under indictment for the same homicide, and the testimony of the 
two witnesses pointed to defendant as the murderer and tended to minimize 
their own culpability, since it would have been reasonable for the juror 
to believe that acceptance of the witnesses’ testimony would or might be 
advantageous to his kinsmen in the disposition of their own cases. 
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10. Jury § 7— peremptory challenges defined 


Peremptory challenges are challenges which may be made or omitted 
according to the judgment, will or ecaprice of the party entitled thereto, 
without being required to assign a reason therefor. 


11. Jury § 7— capital case — defendant’s peremptory challenges 


Defendant in a capital case has the right to challenge fourteen jurors 
peremptorily without cause. G.S. 9-21. 


12. Jury § 7— challenge for cause — disallowance — preservation of 
exception 


In order to preserve an exception to the court’s denial of a challenge for 
cause, defendant must (1) exhaust his peremptory challenges and (2) 
thereafter assert his right to challenge peremptorily an additional juror. 


13. Jury § 7— challenge for cause-—erroneous disallowance — ex- 
haustion of peremptory challenges —-denial of further peremptory 
challenge 


Where the trial court in this capital case erroneously disallowed de- 
fendant’s challenge for cause of a prospective juror, and defendant exer- 
cised 14 peremptory challenges, including one for the juror for whom 
the challenge for cause was erroneously disallowed, the trial court’s re 
fusal to allow defendant to challenge peremptorily an additional juror 
on the ground that defendant had exhausted his peremptory challenges 
is held a denial of defendant’s right under G.S. 9-21 to challenge 14 jurors 
peremptorily without cause. 


AprEAL by defendant from Bowman, Special Judge, March 1969 
Criminal Session of RrcHMOND. 


Criminal prosecution on an indictment charging that defendant, 
on November 12, 1968, ‘“feloniously, wilfully, and of his malice afore- 
thought, did kill and murder one Braxton Crawford Quick.” 


Upon arraignment on the charge of murder in the first degree, 
defendant through his court-appointed counsel, Charles B. Deane, 
Jr., pleaded “Not Guilty.” 


During the selection of the jury, defendant challenged peremp- 
torily fourteen of the prospective jurors. One of these prospective 
jurors, Booker Spencer, was first challenged for cause. Upon the 
court’s refusal to allow the challenge for cause, defendant exercised 
his right of peremptory challenge. When the last juror selected, 
Robert L. Hicks, Jr., was called for voir dire examination, defend- 
ant undertook to challenge him peremptorily. The court disallowed 
this attempted challenge on the ground defendant had exhausted his 
rights in respect of peremptory challenges. Thereupon, Juror Hicks 
was accepted as the twelfth member of the panel selected, sworn and 
impaneled to try the case. A thirteenth (alternate) juror was selected 
but did not participate in the jury’s deliberations and verdict. 
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The only evidence was that offered by the State. 


Braxton Crawford Quick, a salesman for Davis Candy Company, 
operated a company truck. He sold to retail merchants, making de- 
liveries from the truck. 


On November 12, 1968, about 4:45 p.m., passersby noticed the 
Davis truck on the shoulder of a rural paved road, in a rural area 
north of Hamlet, N. C. Upon investigation, they discovered the 
lifeless body of Braxton Crawiord Quick. No living person was 
there. Quick’s body, still warm, was inside the truck. His leather 
money pouch was hooked to his belt. It was open and, except for 
two checks, was empty. His pants pockets were torn. A few coins 
were lying on the floor under his body. He had been fatally wounded 
by a .22-caliber bullet. 


Calvin Townsend operated a place of business, which included a 
store and poolroom, in “north Hamlet.” Billy McRae, Eddie McRae 
and defendant were in Townsend’s place of business ‘‘in the neigh- 
borhood” of 4:00 p.m. on November 12, 1968. Townsend had known 
Billy McRae and Eddie McRae “practically all their lives.’ He had 
not known defendant. Shortly after the McRae brothers and defend- 
ant had gone outside, Quick entered Townsend’s store. Quick called 
upon Townsend regularly. On this occasion, Townsend paid Quick 
$9.20, consisting of “9 ones and 20 cents, two dimes,” for merchan- 
dise then purchased. Quick left Townsend’s place of business. Town- 
send did not see the McRaes and defendant or any of them, nor did 
he see Quick, after they went out the door of his place of business. 


There was evidence, independent of the testimony of Billy Mc- 
Rae and of Eddie McRae, tending to establish the facts narrated in 
the preceding paragraphs. 


The testimony of Billy McRae and of Eddie McRae, who were 
offered as witnesses for the State, was sufficient to support a verdict 
that defendant was guilty of the first degree murder of Quick. 

The record shows that, at the conclusion of the jury’s delibera- 
tions, the following occurred: 

“Upon the return of the jury the court asked the clerk to take 
the verdict from the jury: 


“CLERK: Will the prisoner please stand. How say you. Is he 
suilty of the felony of murder in the first degree whereof he stands 
indicted or not guilty? 


“FOREMAN: Guilty. 
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“The jury was polled upon motion of the defendant. The fore- 
man was asked by the clerk as follows: 


“CLERK: Mr. Goodman, foreman of the jury, you have re- 
turned a verdict of guilty of murder in the first degree. Is this your 
verdict? 


“FOREMAN: Yes. 
“CLERK: And do you still assent thereto? 
“FOREMAN: Yes. 


“The following question was asked each juror: ‘Your foreman 
has returned a verdict of guilty of murder in the first degree, is this 
your verdict?’ Each juror answered, ‘Yes.’ Then the question was 
asked each juror, ‘And do you still assent thereto?’ Each juror an- 
swered, ‘Yes, Ma’am.’” 


Upon the foregoing verdict, the court pronounced judgment that 
defendant suffer death by the inhalation of lethal gas. 


Defendant excepted and appealed. On account of defendant’s 
indigency, orders were entered that his appeal be perfected by his 
court-appointed counsel and that all necessary costs incident to per- 
fecting the appeal be paid by Richmond County. 


Attorney General Morgan, Denuty Attorney General Moody and 
Assistant Attorney General Harrell for the State. 


Charles B. Deane, Jr., for defendant appellant. 


Bopsitt, J. 


Whether the court’s refusal to excuse Juror Hicks denied defend- 
ant’s right under G.S. 9-21 to challenge fourteen jurors “peremptorily 
without cause,’ depends upon whether the court erred in refusing 
to allow defendant’s challenge for cause of Juror Spencer. To reject 
Juror Spencer, defendant was required to challenge him peremp- 
torily. The court denied defendant’s right to challenge Juror Hicks 
on the ground that defendant had theretofore expended all of his 
fourteen peremptory challenges, inclusive of the one used to reject 
Juror Spencer. 


{1, 2] In selecting the jury, the court, or any party to an action, 
civil or criminal, has the right to make inquiry as to the fitness and 
competency of any person to serve as a juror. GS. 9-15(a). “The 
voir dire examination of jurors is a right secured to the defendant 
by the statutes and has a definite double purpose: First, to ascer- 
tain whether there exist grounds for challenge for cause; and, second, 
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to enable counsel to exercise intelligently the peremptory challenges 
allowed by law.” State v. Brooks, 57 Mont. 480, 188 P. 942. “The 
presiding judge shall decide all questions as to the competency of 
jurors.” G.S. 9-14. 


[3, 4] “The right of challenge is not one to accept, but to reject. 
It is not given for the purpose of enabling the defendant, or the 
State, to pick a jury, but to secure an impartial one.” State v. Eng- 
hsh, 164 N.C. 497, 507, 80 S.E. 72, 76. “A challenge to the poll (to 
each prospective juror) may be peremptory within the limits al- 
lowed by law, or for cause without limit if cause is shown.” State 
v. McKethan, 269 N.C. 81, 87, 152 S.E. 2d 341, 346. 


The portion of the record pertinent to defendant’s challenge of 
Juror Spencer discloses the matters set forth below. 


When examined by the solicitor on voir dire, Juror Spencer testi- 
fied he and the McRae brothers were second cousins and that he 
had known them “about 15 or 20 years.” The record indicates that, 
after Spencer had so testified, no further question was asked by the 
solicitor. 


In response to inquiry by defense counsel, the solicitor stated 
the McRae brothers would be called to testify as witnesses for the 
State. Juror Spencer was then examined by defense counsel. The 
material portion of this examination is quoted below. 

“Q. . . . if Billy and Eddie McRae testified against my client, 
but all of the evidence taken together showed that the truth was 
elsewhere, would you rule against the McRaes if the facts prove that 
to be true? 

“A. Rule against them? 

“Q. That is, against whatever the McRaes say if the facts prove 
that they are in fact different from what they say they are? 

“A. JI would not go against them. 

“Q. You would not go against the McRaes? Maybe you mis- 
understand me. If cither Eddie or Billy MeRae takes the stand 
and testifies to some item, some evidence, against my client, but all 
the evidence that is brought out at the trial tends to prove some- 
thing different from what they say? 

“A. That’s right. 

“Q. Would vou believe and hold for that which was brought 
out on the whole or you just believe whatever the McRaes said? 


“A. I just believe — 
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“Q. Believe whatever they say? 

“A, That’s right.” 

At this point, defense counsel challenged Juror Spencer for cause. 
To this challenge, the court said, “No.” In explanation of this rul- 
ing, the court stated in substance that defense counsel, in asking 
whether the juror would or would not believe the McRae boys, failed 
to take into consideration that a juror may believe all of what a 
witness says, or part of what a witness says, or none of what a wit- 
ness says. Thereafter, speaking to defense counsel, the court said: 
“Now, I suggest that you question him a little further with regard 
to whether he could give — well, I shall let you select —” 


Defendant noted formal objection to the court’s refusal at that 
time to grant challenge for cause. Thereafter, in deference to the 
court’s suggestion, defense counsel resumed his examination of Juror 
Spencer. The record thereof is quoted below. 


“Q. Mr. Spencer, how well do you know Eddie and Billy? 

“A. I know them pretty good, fact, I have been knowing them 
quite a while. 

“Q. If Eddie or Billy told you a certain thing was true, would 
you believe what they told you? 


“A. Well, they tell—-I sure would, if they say anything to be 
true. 


“Q. And regardless of what anybody else would say, you’d be- 
lieve what Eddie and Billy would tell you? 


“A. If I didn’t know no better. 


“Q. The fact you are kin to them, you would not have reserva- 
tions in rendering a verdict adverse to what they say? 


“A. No—ask that question again. 


“Q. Well, would it embarrass you to return a verdict against 
the testimony of what they would have to say in court? 


“A. That’s right. 

“Q. If the verdict was opposite of what they had testified to? 
“A. That’s right. 

“Q. Would that embarrass you? 

“A. No. 

“Q. You could meet them or their kinfolks the next day and it 
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wouldn’t have any effect on you, the fact you ruled your verdict 
was adverse to what they testified to? 


“A. No. 
“Q. It wouldn’t have any effect on you? 
“A. No. 


“CLERK: Juror look upon the prisoner, prisoner look upon the 
juror, do you like him? 


“MR. DEANE: No.” 


At the conclusion of this examination, defendant again excepted 
to the court’s failure to grant his challenge for cause of Juror 
Spencer. 


The State’s case rests on the testimony of Billy and Eddie McRae. 
Absent their testimony, the evidence against defendant was insuffi- 
cient for submission to the jury. 


In determining whether Juror Spencer was subject to challenge 
for cause, consideration must be given (1) to the relationship be- 
tween Spencer and the McRae brothers, and (2) to the relationship 
of the McRae brothers to the murder of Quick and the trial of de- 
fendant therefor. 


[5] Spencer had known the McRae brothers, his second cousins, 
“about 15 or 20 years.” Second cousins are related in the sixth de- 
gree of kinship. See G.S. 104A-1. 


[6] In this jurisdiction, a juror, who is related to the defendant 
by blood or marriage within the ninth degree of kinship, is properly 
rejected when challenged by the State for cause on that ground. 
State v. Perry, 44 N.C. 380; State v. Potts, 100 N.C. 457, 461, 6 S.E. 
657, 658; State v. Levy, 187 N.C. 581, 586, 122 S.E. 386, 389; Mc- 
Intosh, North Carolina Practice and Procedure, § 555(6). An earlier 
rule is referred to by Nash, C.J., in Perry, as follows: “Lord Coke 
says that relationship is a good cause of principal challenge, ‘no 
matter how remote soever, for the law presumeth that one kinsman 
doth favor another before a stranger.’ Thomas’s Coke, 3 Vol., 518.” 


In State v. Tart, 199 N.C. 699, 155 S.E. 609, the opinion of Brog- 
den, J., implies that the defendant had the right to challenge for 
cause a juror who was related within the seventh degree to the pros- 
ecuting witness. The prosecution was for carnal knowledge of a girl 
under sixteen years of age. The juror had made no reply when coun- 
sel for defendant stated: “If there is any member of the jury related 
to the prosecutrix by blood or marriage, please let that fact be known 
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and excuse himself.” After the jury had returned a verdict of guilty, 
this juror disclosed that, although he had not recognized his rela- 
tionship to the prosecuting witness when the jury was being selected, 
he became aware of their relationship before any evidence was in- 
troduced. Notwithstanding the court found the juror was not prej- 
udiced, the cause was “remanded to the Superior Court for a finding 
as to whether the defendant or his counsel was misled, and if the 
judge shall find that the defendant or his counsel was misled, the 
judgment should be set aside; otherwise to remain in full force and 
effect.” 

[7, 8] We do not hold that relationship within the ninth degree 
between a juror and a State’s witness, standing alone, is legal ground 
for challenge for cause. This is in accord with the weight of authority 
in other jurisdictions. Annotation, “Relationship to prosecutor or 
witness for prosecution as disqualifying juror in criminal case,” 18 
A.L.R. 375; 31 Am. Jur., Jury § 192; 50 C.J.S., Juries § 218(b) (1). 
Kiven so, where such relationship exists and is known and recognized 
by the juror, a defendant’s challenge for cause should be rejected 
only if it should appear clearly that, under the circumstances of the 
particular case, the challenged juror would have no reason or dispo- 
sition to favor his kinsman by giving added weight to his testimony 
or otherwise. Ordinarily, if the testimony of the witness will be di- 
rected to proof of some formal matter or to some minor facet of the 
ease, there would be no substantial basis for challenge for cause. 
Here we are considering a radicaliy different factual situation. 

[9] In addition to (1) the fact that the McRae brothers were kins- 
men of Juror Spencer, and (2) the fact that the State’s case depended 
upon their testimony, each of the McRaes was also under indict- 
ment for the murder of Braxton Crawford Quick. The record does 
not show what had occurred with reference to the disposition, if 
any, of their cases prior to their use as State’s witnesses. 


It 1s unnecessary to set forth the testimony of the McRaes on 
which the conviction of defendant was based. It is sufficient to note 
they testified they and defendant had been together prior to the 
robbery-murder of Quick; that shortly thereafter the three left the 
scene of the robbery-murder and traveled all night in Eddie’s car 
to Washington, D. C.; and that, after the robbery-murder, each of 
the McRaes received money from defendant. In gist, their testimony 
pointed to defendant as the robber-killer and tended to minimize 
their own culpability. Under these circumstances, it would have 
been reasonable for Juror Spencer to believe that acceptance of the 
McRae testimony would or might be advantageous to his kinsmen 
in the disposition of their own cases. 
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We reach the conclusion that the court erred in refusing to grant 
defendant’s challenge for cause of Juror Spencer. When all factors 
set forth above are considered, we bold there was no basis for a find- 
ing, if such had been made, that Juror Spencer was acceptable as a 
disinterested and impartial juror. 


[13] After exhausting his fourteen peremptory challenges, inclu- 
sive of the one used to challenge Juror Spencer, the court refused to 
allow defendant to challenge Juror Hicks, the last Juror seated. 


[10, 11] ‘“Peremptory challenges are challenges which may be 
made or omitted according to the judgment, will, or caprice of the 
party entitled thereto, without assigning any reason therefor, or 
without being required to assign a reason therefor.” 50 C.J.S., Juries 
§ 280{a). Accord: Freeman v. Ponder, 2384 N.C. 294, 302, 67 S.E. 
2d 292, 298; 31 Am. Jur., Jury § 229. G.S. 9-21 conferred upon de- 
fendant the right to challenge fourteen Jurors “peremptorily without 
cause.” (Our italics.) 


[12] Numerous decisions of this Court, e.g., State v. Dixon, 215 
N.C. 438, 440, 2 S.E. 2d 371, 372, hold that a defendant has not 
been prejudiced by the acceptance of a juror who is challenged for 
cause and the cause is disallowed unless he exhausts his peremptory 
challenges before the panel is completed. Other decisions, e.g., 
Carter v. King, 174 N.C. 549, 94 S.E. 4, hold that a defendant, in 
order to preserve his exception to the court’s denial of a challenge 
for cause, must (1) exhaust his peremptory challenges and (2) there- 
after assert his right to challenge peremptorily an additional juror. 
These rulings are plainly and succinctly summarized in the first 
headnote in Carter v. King (174 N.C. 549), which epitomizes the 
decision in that case, as follows: “Where the court has refused to 
stand aside a juror challenged for cause, and the party has then 
peremptorily challenged him, in order to get the benefit of his ex- 
ception he must exhaust his remaining peremptory challenges, and 
then challenge another juror peremptorily to show his dissatisfac- 
tion with the jury, and except to the refusal of the court to 
allow it.” 


In Oliphant v. R. R., 171 N.C. 3038, 88 S.E. 425, the plaintiff chal- 
lenged for cause Juror Darden. The court overruled the challenge. 
The plaintiff excepted and then challenged Juror Darden peremp- 
torily. In so doing, the plaintiff exhausted the last of the four per- 
emptory challenges then allowed him by statute. Thereafter, the 
plaintiff challenged peremptorily Juror Clayton. The court denied 
the challenge, holding the plaintiff’s peremptory challenges had been 
exhausted. The plaintiff excepted to this ruling. This Court held the 
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denial of defendant’s challenge for cause of Juror Darden was er- 
roneous and therefore the peremptory challenge the defendant was 
required to use to excuse Juror Darden should not have been con- 
sidered. This Court held further that the plaintiff had been prej- 
udiced and was entitled to a new trial because of the court’s refusal 
to permit plaintiff to challenge peremptorily Juror Clayton. The 
rationale of decision is set forth in the following excerpt from the 
opinion of Brown, J.: “If the plaintiff had not attempted to chal- 
lenge peremptorily after Darden had been stood aside by a per- 
emptory challenge, he could not review the ruling of the judge upon 
the cause assigned, for the error would have been harmless. S. v. 
Cockman, 60 N.C. 485. But inasmuch as he afterwards challenged 
Clayton peremptorily, and the court erroneously held that his per- 
emptory challenges had been exhausted with Darden, the ruling was 
not harmless, for it deprived plaintiff of one peremptory challenge. 
But it is contended that plaintiff challenged Clayton without any 
real objection to the juror, solely to give him the right to review 
the ruling of the court in respect of Darden’s eligibility. A party’s 
reason for challenging a juror peremptorily cannot be inquired into. 
The law gives the litigant the right to object to a number of jurors 
without assigning cause. Dupree v. Ins. Co., 92 N.C. 419.” 


In State v. Avant, 202 N.C. 680, 163 S.E. 806, the defendant was 
convicted of murder in the first degree and judgment imposing a 
death sentence was pronounced. The defendant had challenged for 
cause Juror McMillan. The court overruled the challenge. The de- 
fendant excepted and then chalienged peremptorily Juror McMillan. 
Thereafter, the defendant challenged peremptorily Juror Currie. The 
court denied this challenge on the ground the defendant had ex- 
hausted his peremptory challenges. The defendant excepted to this 
ruling. This Court held the denial of the defendant’s challenge for 
cause of Juror McMillan was error and therefore the peremptory 
challenge the defendant was required to use to excuse Juror Currie 
should not have been considered. The defendant was awarded a new 
trial. The ground of decision is succinctly stated in this final para- 
graph from the opinion of Brown, J.: “For the error of the judge in 
refusing to allow defendant’s peremptory challenge to the juror, 
N. A. Currie, we must hold that defendant is entitled to a New trial.” 


In Bank v. Oil Mills, 150 N.C. 688, 64 S.E. 883, and Peanut 
Growers Exchange v. Bobbitt, 188 N.C. 335, 124 S.E. 625, the ap- 
pellant had exhausted his peremptory challenges and thereafter had 
challenged a juror for cause. In each of these cases, this Court 
awarded a new trial on the ground the trial judge had erroneously 
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denied the challenge for cause. The rationale of these decisions 1s 
in accord with Oliphant and Avant. 


If the court had allowed defendant an additional peremptory 
challenge, that is, defendant’s challenge peremptorily of Juror Hicks, 
it would seem that this would have rendered harmless any error in 
the refusal of the court to allow defendant to challenge for cause 
Juror Spencer. See Annotation, “Effect of allowing excessive num- 
ber of peremptory challenges,” 95 A.L.R. 2d 957, 977-978. 


[13] In accordance with our decisions in Oliphant v. R. R., supra, 
and in State v. Avant, supra, and in approval of the rationale of 
those decisions, we hold that the court’s refusal to allow defendant 
to challenge peremptorily Juror Hicks constituted a denial of de- 
fendant’s clear statutory right and entitles him to a new trial. 


New trial. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA vy. BOBBY PERRY 
No. 19 


(Filed 15 October 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 34— _ evidence of defendant’s release from prison — 
competency — identification of defendant 
In a prosecution for kidnapping and rape in which the prosecutrix tes- 
tified that her assailant told her he had been released from prison the 
day before the events related by her occurred, testimony by the super- 
visor of a unit of the prison system that defendant had been released 
from his unit on the day preceding those events is competent on the issue 
of the identity of defendant, notwithstanding the supervisor’s testimony 
tended to show that defendant had committed some other crime and the 
proseeutrix had made an in-court identification of defendant. 


2. Criminal Law § 24— effect of plea of not guilty 
Defendant’s plea of not guilty puts in issue every material element of 
the charges against him. 


8. Criminal Law § 66— _ identification of defendant — admission of 
other evidence 
In a prosecution for kidnapping and rape, it was not necessary for the 
State to rely solely upon the prosecutrix’ in-court identification of defend- 
ant as her assailant, but the State could introduce other evidence, not 
otherwise incompetent, which was relevant to the identification of the 
assailant. 


4. Criminal Law § 34— defendant’s guilt of other offenses — compet- 
ency of evidence 
In the trial of an accused who has not testified as a witness in his own 
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behalf, the State may not, over objection by defendant, introduce evidence 
to show that the accused has committed another independent, separate 
criminal offense where such evidence has no other relevance to the case 
on trial than its tendency to show the character of the accused and his 
disposition to commit criminal offenses. 


5. Criminal Law § 34— identity of defendant — evidence of other of- 
fenses 


Evidence relevant to the question of the identity of the accused with 
the perpetrator of the offense with which he is presently charged is not 
rendered incompetent by the mere fact that it discloses the commission 
by him of some other criminal offense. 


6. Criminal Law §§ 84, 66—- identification of defendant — defendant’s 
guilt of other crimes =— competency of evidence 


Where the identity of the defendant and the perpetrator of the offense 
with which he is charged is at issue, evidence tending to show his com- 
mission of another criminal! offense, and thereby to show his identity with 
the perpetrator of the offense with which he is presently charged, is not 
rendered incompetent by the fact that a witness has testified to such 
identity. 


%. Criminal Law § 162— objection to evidence —- motion to strike 


An objection must be interposed to an improper question without wait- 
ing for the answer and, if the objection is not made in apt time, a motion 
to strike a responsive answer is addressed to the discretion of the trial 
court, except where the evidence is rendered incompetent by statute. 


8. Criminal Law § 51— medical expert testimony — failure to qualify 
witness as expert 


In a prosecution for kidnapping and rape, the admission of a doctor’s 
opinion testimony as to his interpretation of the result of a laboratory 
test on certain specimens taken from the person of the prosecutrix, held 
harmless error notwithstanding there was no specific finding by the court that 
the witness was an expert, since defendant did not object to the doctor’s 
being accorded the status of an expert witness, and since the doctor’s tes- 
timony was a foregone conclusion in view of his earlier testimony, admitted 
without objection, concerning the nature and conclusiveness of the test. 


9. Criminal Law § 51; Evidence § 48— qualification of expert wit- 
ness — necessity for findings 


In the absence of a request by the appellant for a finding by the trial 
court as to the qualifications of a witness as an expert, it is not essential 
that the record show an express finding on this matter, the finding, one 
way or the other, being deemed implicit in the ruling admitting or reject- 
ing the opinion testimony of the witness. 


10. Criminal Law § 42— _ articles connected with crime — bag and 
playing cards — admissibility 

In a prosecution for kidnapping and rape, trial court properly admitted 

into evidence a bag and its contents that included a deck of cards bearing 

‘the name of defendant, the bag being found within two hours after the 
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kidnapping and within a short distance from the parking lot where the 
prosecutrix was first accosted and seized by her assailant. 


11. Rape § 6— instructions 


In a prosecution for rape, the trial court in its charge correctly defined 
the offense of rape and instructed the jury as to its elements, and the 
verdicts which the jury might render upon the indictment. 


12, Kidnapping § 1— definition of the offense — instructions 
An instruction that kidnapping is the taking and carrying away of a 
human being by physical force or by constructive force unlawfully and 
without lawful authority, held sufficient. 


13. Kidnapping § 1— = sufficiency of instructions 


In a prosecution for kidnapping, an instruction that the jury is to re- 
turn a verdict of guilty of kidnapping if they should find “from the evi- 
dence beyond a reasonable doubt that this defendant did by the use of 
force, by the threat of force sufficient to cause the prosecuting witness to 
leave the place where she had a right to be and was and goes to some 
other place under the control and direction of defendant without any 
lawful authority,” held without error. 


AppraL by defendant from McKinnon, J., at the Special March 
1969 Criminal Session of WAKE. 


By separate indictments, each proper in form, the defendant was 
charged with the kidnapping and the rape of Wilhamean Creekmore 
Womble on 27 September 1968. Upon motion of his court appointed 
counsel, he was committed to Dorothea Dix Hospital in Raleigh to 
determine his mental capacity to plead to the charges against him. 
Following the prescribed period of examination, he was returned to 
the court by the hospital authorities as competent to stand trial. In 
due time his counsel moved to quash each bill of indictment, each 
of which motions was denied. He thereupon entered a plea of not 
guilty to each charge. 


By consent the two cases were consolidated for trial. Upon the 
charge of rape, the jury returned a verdict of guilty with a rec- 
ommendation that the defendant be sentenced to life imprisonment. 
Judgment was entered in that case in accordance with the verdict. 
Upon the charge of kidnapping, the jurv found the defendant guilty 
as charged. Judgment was entered in that case that the defendant 
be imprisoned for life in the State prison, this sentence to run con- 
currently with the sentence imposed in the rape case. From each 
judgment the defendant appealed. 


The defendant offered no evidence. The evidence for the State 
consisted of the testimony of Mrs. Womble, Detective Sergeant Jones 
of the Raleigh Police Department, Maurice Henry, a supervisor of 
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the Wake Advancement Center of the North Carolina Department 
of Correction, and Dr. Arthur Rogers Summerlin, together with an 
exhibit consisting of certain articles found by the police near the 
scene of the alleged kidnapping. 


In substance, Mrs. Womble testified as follows: 


She is a night operator for the Southern Bell Telephone Company 
in Raleigh. On 27 September 1968, she drove her automobile into a 
church parking lot across the street from her place of employment 
at about 9:45 p.m. As she was in process of getting out of her auto- 
mobile, the defendant, whom she identified in the courtroom, came 
up from behind her and seized her by the shoulder. He ordered her 
to get back in the car, saying that if she did as he told her he 
would not hurt her. She saw that he had a knife in his hand, the 
blade of which was approximately three inches long. He kept it in 
his hand throughout the events to which she testified. She offered 
him her money and the automobile if he would let her go. In reply, 
he ordered her to get in the car and do as he directed. Seeing the 
knife, she reentered the car and the defendant also got in it. At his 
direction she drove from the parking lot and out of the city, mak- 
ing turns as specified by him from time to time, he telling her re- 
peatedly to do as he directed and she would not be hurt. 


At a point outside the city, some ten miles from the parking lot, 
he directed her to turn off the highway and, upon reaching a dead 
end road, to stop the car. At that point he had sexual intercourse 
with her without her consent, retaining the knife in his hand at all 
times. 


Thereupon, they drove back to the city after she persuaded him 
that if he would let her go she would not report the matter to the 
police. In the course of this conversation, he told her he had been 
in prison and had been released just the day before this occurrence. 
He told her that if she did “turn him in” he would “get” her. 


Upon returning to the city, she let him out of the automobile, 
returned to the parking lot, went to the office of her employer and 
reported the matter. Upon arrival of the police officers, she told them 
what had occurred and described the defendant, relating to them 
his statement that he had been released from prison the day before. 
She picked the defendant’s picture out of each of two lots of photo- 
graphs shown to her by the police officers. 


Within the city, the route followed by her, with the defendant 
in her automobile, was lighted so that she had a clear view of him. 
Though she passed many stop lights and at one time was followed 
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by a police car, she did not seek assistance because of the knife tn 
the hand of the defendant. She had never seen the defendant prior 
to this occurrence. She was examined at the hospital by Dr. Sum- 
merlin. 


Detective Sergeant Jones testified, in substance: 


After talking with Mrs. Womble, which he did approximately 
two hours after her first arrival at the parking lot, he searched the 
parking lot and the church grounds adjacent to it. Under some shrub- 
bery in the church grounds he found a bag containing a deck of cards 
and a box of hair dye. The point at which this was found was twelve 
feet west of the parking lot ancl immediately across that lot from 
where her car was parked on the east side of it. Attached to the 
deck of cards, when it was so found by the officer, was a piece of 
paper with the name “Bobby Perry” written upon it. (These items 
were introduced in evidence as the State’s Exhibit No. 1. The side 
of the paper bearing the name “Bobby Perry” was exhibited to the 
jury, but the reverse side bearing other information relative to the 
State Department of Correction was not shown to the jury.) Ser- 
geant Jones arrested the defendant upon the street at approximately 
10 a.m. the morning after the alleged offenses. 


Mr. Henry testified, in substance: 


He is a supervisor of the Wake Advancement Center of the North 
Carolina Department of Correction. He knows the defendant. The 
defendant was an inmate of that institution prior to his release 
therefrom on 26 September 1968 (the day preceding the events re- 
lated by Mrs. Womble). 


Dr. Summerlin testified, in substance: 


He is licensed to and does practice medicine in North Carolina, 
specializing in obstetrics and gynecology. He has had specifically 
described medical education and practice. In the early morning of 
28 September 1968, he examined Mrs. Womble in the emergency 
room at Rex Hospital. Certain specimens and smears were taken 
from her person and sent to the laboratory for analysis. The tests 
showed the presence in the specimens of acid phosphatase in large 
quantity, indicating sexual intercourse. 


The defendant assigns as error the denial of his motion to quash 
the bills of indictment, various rulings of the court upon objections 
to the admission of evidence, the denial of his motion in each case 
for judgment of nonsuit, and numerous portions of the court’s charge 
to the jury. 
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Attorney General Morgan and Deputy Attorney General Moody 
for the State. 


Alfonso Lloyd and R. P. Upchurch for defendant. 


LAKE, J. 


[1] Without objection, Mrs. Womble testified that her assailant 
told her he had been released from prison on the day before the 
events related by her occurred. The defendant assigns as error the 
admission, over his objection, of testimony by the supervisor of the 
Wake Advancement Center, a unit of the prison system, that the 
defendant had been released from the Center on the day preceding 
those events. There was no error in this ruling. 


[2, 3] The defendant offered no evidence. Nevertheless, his plea 
of not guilty put in issue every matcrial element of the State’s 
charges against him. The identity of the defendant with the perpe- 
trator of the acts to which Mrs. Womble testified was obviously a 
material issue. It remained an issue notwithstanding Mrs. Womble’s 
in-court identification of the defendant as her assailant. The defend- 
ant did not admit that he was the person who accompanied Mrs. 
Womble at the time in question. It was not necessary for the State 
to rely solely upon the identification made by Mrs. Womble in prov- 
ing its contention that he was that person. It could introduce other 
evidence, not otherwise incompetent, which was relevant to the iden- 
tification of the assailant. 


The statement by the assailant placed him within a narrowly 
limited group —men released from prison the preceding day. Had 
the group been, instead, men released from a specified hospital or 
other group on a specified date, evidence that the accused was re- 
leased from such institution or group on such date would clearly be 
competent in the absence of other ground for objection. 


The defendant contends that testimony of his release from prison 
was incompetent because it is evidence that he committed a crim- 
inal offense other than those for which he is presently indicted. 


[4-6] It is well settled that in the trial of one accused of a crim- 
inal offense, who has not testified as a witness in his own behalf, the 
State may not, over objection by the defendant, introduce evidence 
to show that the accused has committed another independent, sepa- 
rate criminal offense where such evidence has no other relevance to 
the case on trial than its tendency to show the character of the ac- 
cused and his disposition to commit criminal offenses. State v. Mc- 
Clain, 240 N.C. 171, 81 S.E. 2d 365; State v. Fowler, 230 N.C. 470, 
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53 S.E. 2d 853; Stansbury, North Carolina Evidence, 2d Ed, § 91; 
29 Am. Jur. 2d, Evidence, § 320. It is, however, equally well settled 
that evidence relevant to the question of the identity of the accused 
with the perpetrator of the offense with which he is presently charged 
is not rendered incompetent by the mere fact that it discloses the 
commission by him of some other criminal offense. State v. McClain, 
supra; State v. Biggs, 224 N.C. 722, 32 3.E. 2d 352; State v. Stancill, 
178 N.C. 683, 100 S.IE. 241; 29 Am. Jur. 2d, Evidence, §§ 321, 322. 
Thus, in State v. Spencer, 176 N.C. 709, 97 S.E. 155, a witness hav- 
ing testified that she observed at the scene of the offense charged a 
man named Spencer “who had been in the reformatory,” the State 
was permitted to show that the defendant Spencer had been an in- 
mate of the reformatory. Where the identity of the defendant and 
the perpetrator of the offense with which he is charged is at issue, 
the evidenec tending to show his commission of another criminal 
offense, and thereby to show his identity with the perpetrator of the 
offense with which he is presently charged, is not rendered incompe- 
tent by the fact that a witness has testified to such identity. State v. 
Biggs, supra; State v. Tate, 210 N.C. 618, 188 S.E. 91. In the present 
ease, the testimony did not disclose the details or even the nature 
of the offense for which the defendant had previously been im- 
prisoned. 


[7] The defendant also assigns as error the admission in evidence 
of certain testimony by Dr. Summerlin. This witness testified that 
specimens taken by him from the person of Mrs. Womble shortly 
after the alleged assault were “sent to the laboratory” for a test for 
acid phosphatase. In response to the question, ‘What was the find- 
ing in this particular test?” he answered, “7,824 units per ec.” At 
that point the defendant objected and moved to strike the answer. 
The record strongly indicates, if it does not require, the conclusion 
that the witness was not the person who made the test. Thus, the 
question was subject to objection on the ground that it called for 
hearsay evidence. However, it is well settled that an objection must 
be interposed to an improper question without waiting for the an- 
swer and, if the objection is not made in apt time, a motion to strike 
a responsive answer 1s addressed to the diseretion of the trial court, 
except where the evidence is rendered incompetent by statute. State 
v. McKethan, 269 N.C. 81, 152 S.E. 2d 341; State v. Warren, 236 
N.C. 358, 72 S.E. 2d 763; State v. Hunt, 223 N.C. 173, 25 S.E. 2d 
598; State v. Stancill, supra; State v. Pitts, 177 N.C. 548, 98 S.E. 
767; State v. Merrick, 172 N.C. 870, 90 S.E. 257; State v. Lowry, 
170 N.C. 730, 87 S.E. 62; State v. Lane, 166 N.C. 338, 81 S.E. 620; 
Stansbury, North Carolina Evidence, 2d Ed, § 27, note 95. In the 
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present instance, the answer was responsive, there is no statute in- 
volved and there is nothing to indicate abuse of discretion in the rul- 
ing of the trial court. 


[8] There is, likewise, no merit in the contention of the defend- 
ant that it was error for the court to permit Dr. Summerlin to give 
his opinion as to the interpretation of the result of this test. Uncon- 
tradicted and unchallenged testimony in the record is ample to sup- 
port a finding that Dr. Summerlin is a medical expert, qualified to 
testify as an expert witness in the field to which his testimony in 
this case relates. The basis for the contention of the defendant is 
the following statement in the record before us, apparently a stipu- 
Jation by counsel in the preparation of the record on appeal: 


“The State did not request the court to find this witness to be 
an expert. The court did not make a finding that this witness 
Was an expert; the defendant did not admit this witness to be 
an expert, and the defendant did not object to testimony of this 
witness on the ground that he was not an expert.” 


[8, 9] In the absence of a request by the appellant for a finding 
by the trial court as to the qualification of a witness as an expert, 
it is not essential that the record show an express finding on this 
matter, the finding, one way or the other, being deemed implicit in 
the ruling admitting or rejecting the opinion testimony of the wit- 
ness. Paris v. Aggregates, Inc., 271 N.C. 471, 157 S.E. 2d 181; Kientz 
v. Carlton, 245 N.C. 236, 96 S.E. 2d 14; State v. Coal Company, 210 
N.C. 742, 188 S.E. 412; Brewer v. Valk, 177 N.C. 476, 99 S.E. 358; 
Stansbury, North Carolina Evidence, 2d Ed, § 138; Strong, N. C. 
Index, 2d Ed, Evidence, § 48. Here, the record shows the defendant 
did not object to Dr. Summerlin’s being accorded the status of an 
expert witness. Though it would have been better practice for the 
solicitor to have tendered him formally as an expert, and for the 
court so to rule expressly, under the circumstances disclosed in this 
record there was no error in permitting the witness to state his 
opinion in response to a question otherwise competent. Furthermore, 
his testimony as to the interpretation of the result of the test was a 
foregone conclusion in view of earlier testimony by him, admitted 
without objection by the defendant, concerning the nature and con- 
clusiveness of the test. Thus, the overruling of the objection to the 
specific question and answer, which the defendant assigns as error, 
was, at the most, harmless error. 


{10] There was no error in the admission of the State’s Exhibit 
No. 1. The bag and its contents were found in the adjoining lot and 
only a short distance from the place where Mrs. Womble’s car was 
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parked when she was first accosted and seized by her assailant. It 
was found by a search of the area approximately two hours after 
the alleged kidnapping. Taped to the deck of cards in the bag was 
a paper bearing the name of the defendant. The relevance of this 
evidence as corrcboration of Mrs. Womble’s identification of the de- 
fendant as her assailant is obvious. Its weight was, of course, for 
the jury. 


{11, 12] The assignments of error relating to the instructions to 
the jury are without merit. The court in its charge correctly defined 
the crime of rape and instructed the jury correctly as to its ele- 
ments, the burden of proof and the verdicts which the jury might 
render upon the indictment charging the defendant with that offense. 
See: State v. Primes, 275 N.C. 61, 165 S.E. 2d 225; State v. Sneeden, 
274 N.C. 498, 164 S.E. 2d 190. As to the erime of kidnapping, the 
court instructed the jury, “Kidnapping is the taking and carrying 
away of a human being by physical torce or by constructive force 
unlawfully and without lawful authority.” (Emphasis added.) This 
definition is in accord with our decision in State v. Lowry and State 
v. Mallory, 263 N.C. 536, 139 $.E. 2d 870. See also: State v. Arsad, 
269 N.C. 184, 152 S.E. 2d 99; State v. Turner, 268 N.C. 225, 150 
S.E. 2d 406; State v. Gough, 257 N.C. 348, 126 S.E. 2d 118. 


The defendant complains that the court in its charge did not in- 
struct the jury that in order to return a verdict of guilty, upon the 
indictment charging the defendant with kidnapping, it must find be- 
yond a reasonable doubt that the acts were done “unlawfully”, “wil- 
fully”, and “feloniously” or “with felonious intent” and that the 
court failed in its instructions to define the terms “feloniously” or 
“with felonious intent.” In State v. Witherington, 226 N.C. 211, 37 
S.E. 2d 497, this Court said that it is not sufficient to instruct the 
jury that it should return a verdict of guilty of kidnapping if the 
State has satisfied it beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant 
“did forcibly take and carry away the person of the prosecuting 
witness.” There, this Court said “there must be a further finding 
that the taking and carrying away was unlawful or done without 
lawful authority or effected by fraud.” 


[13] We necd not determine whether such an instruction is essen- 
tial where, as here, the defendant offers no evidence and there is 
neither any evidence nor any assertion that he had a lawful rght or 
authority to force the alleged kidnap victim to accompany him from 
one place to another. For the present, it is sufficient to note that, in 
addition to the above quoted definition of kidnapping, the court in- 
structed the jury: “Upon the charge of kidnapping * * * I in- 
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struct you that, if you find from the evidence beyond a reasonable 
doubt that this defendant * * * did by the use of force, by the 
threat of force sufficient to cause the prosecuting witness to leave the 
place where she had a right to be and was and goes to some other 
place under the control and direction of the defendant without any 
lawful authority, it would be your duty to find the defendant guilty 
of kidnapping as charged.” (Emphasis added.) While the gram- 
matical structure of this sentence, as it appears in the record, indi- 
cates a possible omission or alteration of a word in the transcription, 
the meaning is clear and it complies with the requirement of the 
Witherington case. In the next sentence the jury was told, “If you 
fail to so find as to any or all of those facts, it would be your duty 
to return a verdict of not guilty as to that charge * * *” 


The defendant also contends that there was error in denying his 
motions to quash each of the bills of indictment and in instructing 
the jury that, upon the charge of rape, they might return a verdict 
of guilty as charged without adding thereto a recommendation that 
the defendant be sentenced to imprisonment for life, in which event 
the death sentence would be imposed. 


The indictments were proper in form. The motions to quash were 
properly denied. The jury having returned a verdict of guilty upon 
the charge of rape with a recommendation that the sentence be im- 
prisonment for life, which sentence was imposed, we do not in this 
ease reach the question of whether a death sentence could lawfully 
be imposed under the statutes in effect at the time of this offense 
and at the time of the trial. A similar question, upon the charge of 
murder, was considered by us in State v. Atkinson, 275 N.C. 288, 
167 S.E. 2d 241, and decided adversely to the contention of the de- 
fendant here, but it is not before us in the present case. In any event, 
the conviction and sentence upon the charge of kidnapping would 
not be affected by the instruction of the court as to the several ver- 
dicts which might be rendered by the jury upon the charge of rape. 


The defendant’s court appointed counsel have with diligence 
combed the record and have made 51 assignments of error. In view 
of the serious nature of the offenses charged and the imposition in 
each case of a sentence to imprisonment for life, we have carefully 
considered each of these assignments of error, including those aban- 
doned by the failure of the defendant to bring them forward in his 
brief. We find no error which would justify reversal or modification 
of the judgment of the court below, either in the kidnapping case or 
in the rape case. 


No error. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. ALVIS THOMAS WILLIFORD anp 
BOYD BAXTER SQUIRES 


Ne. 1 
(Filed 15 October 1969) 


41. Criminal Law § 75— confessions — test of admissibility 


The test of admissibility of a confession is whether the statements made 
by defendant were in fact voluntarily and understandingly made. 


2. Criminal Law § 75— confessions — admissibility —- defendant 
wounded and in custody 


A confession does not become inadmissible solely upon the showing that 
defendant was wounded, in pain and in police custody when he confessed. 


8. Criminal Law § 76— = confession — admissibility — defendant’s de- 
sire not to be interrogated — testimony before jury after voir dire — 
failure to strike confession 


In this armed robbery prosecution, the trial court did not err in failing 
to strike testimony of defendant’s confession admitted after a voir dire 
hearing when a police officer thereafter testified before the jury that de- 
fendant told him, before he allegedly made the confession to another offi- 
cer, that “I am not going to tell you a damn thing,” where the record 
shows that defendant’s statement was addressed solely to the officer who 
testified about it, that such officer immediately terminated his conversa- 
tion with defendant, and that defendant thereafter talked with other 
police officers without coercion or intimidation, the officer’s testimony not 
having conclusively demonstrated that defendant’s confession was in- 
voluntary or that defendant was denied due process. 


4. Criminal Law § 76— admission of confession — sufficiency of find- 
ings 
In this armed robbery prosecution, findings of fact by the trial court 
were not sufficient to support the court’s conclusion that incriminating 
statements made by defendant to a police officer while receiving hospital 
treatment for a gunshot wound were voiuntarily and understandingly 
made, where the findings related to constitutional Warnings given to de 
fendant before he was taken to the hospital for treatment, and the court 
made no findings as to the immediate circumstances surrounding the 
making of the purported confession, extensive evidence of defendant’s 
mental and physical condition at the hospital having been given, and de- 
fendant having testified that he had no recollection of making any state- 
ment, 


5. Criminal Law § 74— confession defined 


Any extra-judicial statement of an accused is a confession if it admits 
defendant’s guilt of an essential part of the offense charged. 


6. Criminal Law §§ 76, 169—— erroneous admission of confession — 
prejudicial error 

In this armed robbery prosecution, trial court’s erroneous admission 

into evidence of statements made by defendant to a police officer without 

findings of fact sufficient to support its conclusion that the statements 
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were made voluntarily and understandingly was prejudicial to defendant, 
where the statements made by defendant admitted that defendant was “in 
on the robbery” and related to the manner in which it was planned, and 
defendant contended at trial that he knew nothing of its plan and was 
forced to participate by an armed stranger. 


7. Criminal Law § 1138— joint trial — instructions — one defendant 
guilty —- conviction of both defendants 


In this joint trial of two defendants for the same offense of armed 
robbery, a charge susceptible to the construction that should the jury find 
beyond a reasonable doubt that either defendant committed the robbery 
it should convict both defendants is held to constitute prejudicial error. 


AppEAL from Canaday, J., 2d April 1967 Criminal Session, Waxz 
Superior Court. 


This is a criminal prosecution upon bill of indictment which 
charged that defendants, Alvis Thomas Williford and Boyd Baxter 
Squires, forcibly took from Thomas R. Freeman, Jr., and James 
Walter Edwards the sum of $580.15 in United States money by the 
threatened use of a shotgun. 


The State, in substance, offered evidence as follows: 


State’s witnesses Thomas R. Freeman, Jr., and James Walter 
Edwards testified that they were employed by the Wake County 
Alcoholic Beverage Control] Board at Store No. 4 located on E. 
Cabarrus Street in the City of Raleigh; that on 6 December 1966, 
Alvis Thomas Williford and Boyd Baxter Squires entered the store. 
Williford went behind the counter, took money from the cash reg- 
isters, and stuffed it in his coat pockets while Squires held a sawed- 
off shotgun on them. One Robert Woods entered the store, and money 
was taken from his person by Williford. Defendants then fled the 
store. 


Milton “Bud” Hunter testified that he worked next door and 
that he started to enter the ABC Store on Cabarrus Street when he 
saw Squires and Williford. Squires had a double barrel shotgun, 
and the employees of the store and “another boy” were in the store 
with their hands up. Hunter returned to his place of employment 
and got a pistol and took the cash from his employer’s store and hid 
it in a truck parked between the ABC Store and his place of em- 
ployment. Squires and Williford passed Hunter in the alley. Willi- 
ford stopped, cursed and struck Hunter in the face. Hunter fired 
three shots at the fleeing Williford. Williford boarded a city bus 
and Hunter then notified the police. 


The State offered other evidence which tended to show that the 
bus stopped near the corner of Davie and Fayetteville Streets and 
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police officers J. L. Denning and J. A. Mohiser boarded the bus. 
They found Williford in the bus, bleeding profusely from a wound 
near his ankle. 


Officer Mohiser testified that he placed the defendant Williford 
under arrest and at that time searched him and found “green fold- 
ing money” stuffed in his pockets. An ambulance was called and the 
police officers had Williford admitted to Wake Memorial Hospital. 


While Officer Mohiser was testifying, the trial judge excused the 
jury, upon objection by defendants, and held a voir dire hearing in 
its absence. Upon the voir dire hearing Officer Mohiser testified that 
he fully warned defendant of his rights according to the require- 
ments of Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436. Officer Mohiser further 
stated: 


“The defendant was conscious at that time. The only thing 
Tt asked him on the bus was how bad his leg was hurt. He was 
holding it in a straight out position. His face was kindly drawed 
up with pain. He was just saying how bad he was hurt and 
squinting his eyes, and that was all that was said on the bus. 
He didn’t make any statement to me while on the bus concern- 
ing the armed robbery. He didn’t make any statement to me 
concerning the charge of armed robbery against him when I told 
him he was under arrest for it. He just sit there with his left 
leg out in front of him and squeezing his leg above his knee 
and his face was distorted with pain, it looked like.” 


On the voir dire hearing Officer Denning testified that he talked 
with Williford in the emergency room at the hospital. He, in part, 
stated: 

“Mr. Williford talked about wanting water very much. He 
was sweating very bad. That is about all he talked about other 
than what I questioned him about. He wanted some water very 
bad. I questioned him about the robbery, he stated that the 
fellow was with him, he didn’t know him by name, said he 
called him Joe and had been knowing him approximately three 
days. 


“He was sweating right bad all this time. At the time I was 
talking to him they was giving him some glucose. I talked to 
the defendant there at the hospital in the emergency room and 
he was conscious at that time. He carried on a conversation 
with us. . . . (H)e was talking to me freely, sensible.” 


Defendant Williford testified on voir dire that he did not re- 
member the officers’ warning him of his rights and he did not re- 
member making any statement to anyone. 
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Upon the conclusion of the voir dire hearing the court found that 
the officers had properly warned defendant of his rights, and the 
court concluded, “that the statements made by the defendant Willi- 
ford to Officer J. L. Denning at Wake Memorial Hospital were made 
voluntarily and with understanding.” 

Officer Denning then testified, over defendant’s objection, before 
the jury as to statements by defendant, including the following: 

“ , . T asked him about who was in on the robbery with 
him. 

“He stated that he didn’t know the man by name, had been 
knowing him about three days, had just got out of prison and 
all he knew he called him Joe. . . . The defendant Williford 
stated that after the robbery they were planning to mingle with 
the pedestrians downtown and walk back to the hotel. He didn’t 
state why.” 

Defendant Williford testified that he went in the ABC Store on 
Cabarrus Street to make a purchase and that a man whom he did 
not know came in with a shotgun and ordered him to take the money 
from the cash registers and from a customer who came in the store. 
The unidentified man then took the money from him and ordered 
him to leave. He was running from the unidentified man with the 
gun when he was shot by Bud Hunter. Williford also testified be- 
fore the jury that he did not remember making any statements to 
the police officers. 

The jury returned verdicts of “guilty of armed robbery as 
charged” as to each defendant. Each defendant gave notice of ap- 
peal from the judgment entered on the jury verdict. Defendant 
Squires perfected his appeal to this Court, and by an opinion re- 
ported at 272 N.C. 402, was granted a new trial. Defendant Willi- 
ford withdrew his notice of appeai on 8 May 1967, but on 12 Feb- 
ruary 1969 he petitioned this court for an order allowing him to 
appeal. On 5 March 1969 this Court entered an order permitting 
Williford to perfect his appeal. 


Attorney General Morgan and Staff Attorney Shepherd for the 
State. 
Tharrington & Smith for defendant Williford. 


BRANCH, J. 

Defendant’s first assignment of error challenges the admission 
of the confession alleged to have been made by defendant to Officer 
J. L. Denning. 
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[1] The test of admissibility is whether the statements made by 
defendant were in fact voluntarily and understandingly made. State 
v. Gray, 268 N.C. 69, 150 S.E. 2d 1, cert. denied 386 U.S. 911; State 
v. Rogers, 233 N.C. 390, 64 S.E. 2d 572; State v. Roberts, 12 N.C. 
259. 

Defendant contends, inter alia, that the purported confession 
was not voluntarily and understandingly made because of his phy- 
sical and mental condition at that time. He relies upon the case of 
Beecher v. Alabama, 389 U.S. 85. where the defendant was shot in 
the leg while fleeing from the police. Immediately after the defend- 
ant was shot by the police officers, an oral confession was obtained 
by threats on his life accompanied by the firing of a rifle near his 
ear while he lay wounded on the ground. Later, he was questioned 
by two investigators after a morphine injection and while he was 
feverish and in pain. The medical assistant in charge told him to 
cooperate, and in the defendant’s presence told the investigators to 
let him know if defendant “did not tell them what they wanted to 
know.” The defendant was left alone with the investigators, and af- 
ter a 90-minute “conversation” signed a written confession prepared 
by the officers similar to the one first signed at gunpoint. In hold- 
ing the confession inadmissible, the U. S. Supreme Court said: 


“The petitioner, already wounded by the police, was ordered 
at gunpoint to speak his guilt or be killed. From that time until 
he was directed five days later to tell Alabama investigators 
‘what they wanted to know,’ there was ‘no break in the stream 
of events,’ Clewis v. Texas, 386 U.S. 707, 710. For he was then 
still in pain, under the influence of drugs, and at the complete 
merey of the prison hospital authorities. Compare Reck v. Pate, 
367 U.S. 433. 


“ . . A realistic appraisal of the circumstances of this 
case compels the conclusion that this petitioner’s confessions 
were the product of gross coercion. Under the Due Process 
Clause of the Ifourteenth Amendment, no conviction tainted by 
a confession so obtained can stand.” 


The distinctions between Beecher v. Alabama and the facts of the 
instant case are obvious. In Beecher v. Alabama, there is an unbroken 
stream of events that reek of intimidation, threat and coercion cal- 
culated to frighten and obviate the free will of the defendant. The 
only apparent similarity between the two eases is the fact that de- 
fendant was wounded and gave the statement to police officers while 
in custody. 


The weight of authority appears to be that the admissibility of 
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a confession is not, ipso facto, rendered involuntary because defend- 
ant was suffering from physical mjuries and resulting pain at the 
time he made the confession. These are circumstances to be taken 
into consideration by the jury in weighing the evidence. State v. 
Horner, 189 N.C. 608, 52 S.E. 186; State v. Hamson, 104 N.H. 526, 
191 A. 2d 89; State v. Dolan, 86 N.J.L. 192, 90 A. 1034; State v. Wise, 
19 N.J. 59. 


[2] It is further well settled in this jurisdiction that a confession 
is not rendered involuntary and incompetent by the mere fact that 
at the time of making it defendant was in prison or under arrest. 
State v. Crawford, 260 N.C. 548, 1383 S.E. 2d 232; State v. Thomas, 
241 N.C. 387, 85 S.E. 2d 300. It is the mental condition and compul- 
sions that control when a confession is given. The confessor’s phy- 
sical condition is of little consequence unless it so affects his mental 
condition as to destroy voluntariness or understanding. Thus, we 
hold that the confession did not become inadmissible solely upon 
the showing that defendant was wounded, in pain, and confessed 
while in police custody. 


[3] In connection with the admission of the purported confession, 
the defendant assigns as error the court’s failure to strike the con- 
fession, in light of testimony given by police officer R. L. Johnson 
before the jury and after the voir dire hearing, and the court’s rul- 
ing on the admissibility of the confession. Pertinent to this conten- 
tion is the testimony of Officer Johnson that defendant told him, 
before he allegedly made the confession, “I am not going to tell you 
a damn thing.” Defendant contends that the officers were then pre- 
cluded from further questioning by that portion of the opinion in 
Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 486, which states: “Likewise, if the 
individual is alone and indicates in any manner that he does not 
wish to be interrogated, the police may not question him.” 


It has long been the rule in this state that the admissibility of a 
confession is to be determined by the facts appearing in evidence 
when it is received or rejected, and not by facts appearing in evi- 
dence at a later stage of the trial. State v. Rogers, 283 N.C. 390, 64 
S.E. 2d 572; State v. Richardson, 216 N.C. 304, 4 S.E. 2d 852. Doubt 
has been cast upon this position by cases which hold that when the 
involuntariness of a confession is conclusively demonstrated, a de- 
fendant is deprived of due process by admission of a confession even 
though important evidence regarding involuntariness was introduced 
after admission of the confession. Blackburn v. Alabama, 361 USS. 
199; Indiana ex rel Anderson v. Brand, 303 U.S. 95. 


The facts of the instant case do not require that we resolve this 
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doubt since it does not appear that the testimony of Officer Johnson 
conclusively demonstrated that cdefendant’s confession was involun- 
tary or that defendant was deprived of due process. The record in- 
dicates that this statement was addressed solely to Officer Johnson, 
who immediately terminated his conversation with defendant. The 
ensuing events seem to imply that, for some unknown reason, de- 
fendant did not desire to tell Officer Johnson anything. Apparently, 
the defendant, without coercion or intimidation of any kind, talked 
with the other police officers. 


[4] However, a more serious question 1s presented by defendant’s 
assignment of error and contention that the trial court failed to 
make sufficient findings of fact to support his conelusions of law. In 
State v. Barnes, 264 N.C. 517, 142 S.E. 2d 344, Higgins, J., speak- 
ing for the Court, stated: “Under present procedures it is essential 
not only that a full investigation be made and the evidence re- 
corded, but the facts must be found which disclose the circumstances 
and conditions surrounding the making of the incriminating admis- 
sions.” 


In the instant case the trial judge properly excused the jury and 
heard evidence from both the State and defendant on the question 
of whether the alleged confession was voluntarily and understand- 
ingly made. State v. Gray, supra; State v. Rogers, supra. 


At the conclusion of the voir dire nearing the trial judge found 
the following facts: 


“. , The Court finds that Officer Jimmy A. Mohiser and 
Officer J. L. Denning were present together on December 6, 1966 
in the bus on Fayetteville Street with the defendant Williford; 
that on the bus on Fayetteville Street Offiecr Mohiser advised 
the defendant Williford prior to asking him any questions and 
prior to any admission or statement having been made by the 
defendant Williford, that anything that the defendant Willi- 
ford — strike that-——that the defendant Williford had the right 
to remain silent and that anything the defendant Williford said 
eould be used against him and that he further advised the de- 
fendant Williford that he had the right to consult with a law- 
yer and to have the lawyer with him during interrogation and 
further that he advised the defendant Williford that if he were 
unable to secure a lawyer by reason of indigency, that a lawyer 
would be appointed for him; that the Court further finds that 
Officers Mohiser and Denning were in the presence of the de- 
fendant Williford some 30 or 40 minutes later at Wake Me- 
morial Hospital at which time the defendant Williford made 
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certain statements and admissions to Officer J. L. Denning. 


} 


Based on these findings the trial judge concluded that “the state- 
ments made by the defendant Williford to Officer J. L. Denning at. 
Wake Memorial Hospital were made voluntarily and with under- 
standing. . . .” 


There were no findings of fact as to the immediate circumstances 
and conditions surrounding the making of the purported confession. 
Findings of fact as to defendant’s mental or physical condition were 
conspicuously absent. The failure to make these findings is high- 
lighted by the voluminous evidence as to defendant’s physical con- 
dition and by defendant’s testimony that he had no recollection of 
making any statement. His contention that he did not know he had 
made a statement strikes at the very heart of the rule that to be ad- 
missible a statement offered in the nature of a confession must have 
been “voluntarily and understandingly made.” (Emphasis ours) 
Clearly the evidence in the case sustains the facts found; however, 
the findings of fact are not sufficient to support the conclusion that 
the statements made by the defendant Williford to Officer J. L. 
Denning at Wake Memorial Hospital were made voluntarily and 
with understanding. 


[6] The admission of the statement made by defendant was prej- 
udicial. There seems to be plenary evidence to present a strong case 
against defendant without the purported confession; but the ques- 
tion of law for this Court is not whether there was sufficient admis- 
sible evidence to convict, but whether incompetent evidence of a 
prejudicial nature was admitted over objection. State v. Squires, 
272 N.C. 402, 158 S.E. 2d 345. 


[5, 6] Any extra-judicial statement of an accused is a confession 
if it admits defendant’s guilt of an essential part of the offense 
charged. State v. Hamer, 240 N.C. 85, 81 S.E. 2d 198. The state- 
ment made by defendant admitted that he was “in on the robbery” 
and related the manner in which it was planned. His defense upon 
trial was that he was not “in on the robbery,” that he knew nothing 
of its plan and was forced to take part in the robbery by an armed 
stranger. 


[7] Defendant further assigns as error this portion of the court’s 
charge: 
“«. . so, gentlemen of the jury, if the State has satisfied 


you from the evidence in this case beyond a reasonable doubt, 
the burden being upon the State so to do that on December the 
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6th, 1966, at about 5:30 or 5:45 o’clock p.m., the defendants, 
Boyd Baxter Squires and Alvis Thomas Williford, “or either 
of them,” entered ABC Store #4 in the City of Raleigh and that 
in said store with the use of a sawed-off shotgun, which gun 
was at the time actually in the possession of the defendants or 
one of them, and that the defendants at the time and place 
aforesaid feloniously took and stole an amount of money, which 
money was in the possession or custody of James Walter Ed- 
wards or Thomas R. Freeman, as employees of said ABC Store, 
and that said sum of money was taken from the persons of or in 
the presence of the said Edwards or Freeman without the con- 
sent of or against the will of the said Edwards or Freeman and 
that such money was takea by violence, intimidation or by 
putting said Edwards or Freeman in fear by use of or the threat- 
ened use of said shotgun or other dangerous weapons and if the 
State has further satisfied you from the evidence and beyond a 
reasonable doubt that at said time and place the defendants or 
elther of them acted with the specific felonious intent to take 
and steal said money and thereby deprive the owner or owners 
thereof permanently of such money and to convert said money 
to their own use, that is to the use of the defendants, then it 
would be your duty to return a verdict of guilty against the 
“defendants” of the charge of armed robbery in violation of the 
provisions of Section 87 of Chapter 24 of the General Statutes 
as charged in the Bill of Indictment in this case.” 


Defendant contends that this portion of the court’s charge led 
the jury to believe that the guilt or innocence of both defendanis 
would rest or fall upon the guilt or innocence of either of them. 


In the case of State v. Wolfe, 227 N.C. 461, 42 S.E. 2d 515, the 
trial court charged: 


“ ‘Like every other person who is put upon trial and charged 
with the commission of a crime, they are both presumed to be 
innocent, (and before you can return a verdict against them or 
either of them, upon either one of these charges, it is necessary 
for the State to offer evidence which satisfies you beyond a rea- 
sonable doubt of the guilt of one or both of them.)’ 


“«Tf you find from the evidence and beyond a reasonable 
doubt that these two defendants, or either one of them, broke 
the door and went in the house, as contended by the State, that 
is, that there was a forcible entry of the house with intent at 
the time to commit an assault upon Jasper Best, it would be 
your duty to convict them woon that count of house-breaking.’ ” 
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Holding this to be prejudicial error, the Court stated: 


“Thus the jury was directed that if they found, beyond a 
reasonable doubt, that there was a felonious breaking and en- 
tering by either defendant they should return a verdict of guilty 
as to both. Certainly this conclusion is reasonably implied. 
Hence the vice in the instruction lies in the fact that the guilt 
of both was made to depend upon the guilt of either. S. v. Walsh, 
224 N.C. 218, 29 S.E. (2d) 743.” 


See also State v. Walsh, 224 N.C. 218, 29 S.E. 2d 748, and State v. 
Meshaw, 246 N.C. 205, 98 S.E. 2d 18. 


This assignment of error is well taken, as the sense of this in- 
struction is that the jury should convict both defendants if either 
of them committed the crime of armed robbery. This is prejudicial 
error. 

For errors indicated there must be a 


New trial. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. WILLIAM E. RHODES 
No. 6 


(Filed 15 October 1969) 


1. Criminal Law §§ 120, 185, 188— imposition of punishment — role 
of judge and jury 
Except in one class of cases, the presiding judge fixes the punishment 
for a convicted defendant within the limits provided by the applicable 
statute, the exception being capital cases in which the jury may reduce 
the penalty from death to life imprisonment. G.S. 14-17; G.S. 14-21; GS. 
14-52; G.S. 14-58. 


2. Criminal Law §§ 833, 108— facts relevant to issues -—— quantum of 
punishment 
The amount of punishment which a verdict of guilty will empower the 
judge to impose is totally irrelevant to the issue of a defendant’s guilt 
and is, therefore, no concern of the jurors’, 


8. Criminal Law § 168— instructions — quantum of punishment — 
error 
Instructions to the jury disclosing the amount of punishment authorized 
by statute in noncapital eases will not always constitute prejudicial error, 
but the effect of such instructions must be considered in the light of the 
circumstances of the trial. 
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4, Criminal Law §§ 111, 115— _ instructions on verdicts — recommend: 
ation of mercy — leniency — prejudicial error 
It is always material and prejudicial error for the trial judge to in- 
struct the jury, either in the general charge or in response to their in- 
quiry, that they may return their verdict with a recommendation of mercy 
or to intimate that he will not impose the maximum penalty if the de- 
fendant is convicted. 


5. Criminal Law § 170—- remarks of judge or solicitor — possibility of 
parole 
Any reference by the judge or prosecuting attorney to the possibility 
of a parole will constitute prejudicial error. 


6. Criminal Law § 124—- form of verdict — recommendation of leni- 
ency — surplusage 
Recommendations of leniency when made by the jury of its own volition, 
without any authority or suggestion from the court, are no part of the 
verdict and may be disregarded. 


7. Criminal Law §§ 108, 111, 122— instructions — quantum of pun- 
ishment — prior law 
The statement in S. v. Garner, 129 N.C, 536, that a jury in a noncapital 
case is entitled to be informed as to the punishment prescribed for the 
offense or offenses with which a defendant is charged is expressly disap- 
proved. 


‘8. Criminal Law §§ 111, 122— instructions on punishment — duty of 
trial court — noncapital cases 
In the absence of some compelling reason which makes disclosure as to 
punishment necessary in order to keep the trial on an even keel and to 
insure complete fairness to all parties, the trial judge should not inform 
the jurors as to punishment in noncapital cases; if information is re- 
quested he should refuse it and explain to them that punishment is totally 
irrelevant to the issue of guilt or innocence. 


9, Criminal Law § 168— _ error in instructions — quantum of punish- 
ment inadvertently given to jury 


When information as to punishment in noncapital cases is inadvertently 
given to the jury, the error will be evaluated like any other. 


10 


Criminal Law §§ 111, 122; Rape § 6— inadvertent instructions 
on quantum of punishment — harmless error 

Although it was error for the trial judge in a prosecution for rape to 
tell the jury, in answer to their inquiry, the punishment for assault with 
intent to commit rape, the defendant was not prejudiced by the disclosure 
where all the evidence tended to show an accomplished rape and to prove 
defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt and where neither the State 
nor defendant offered any evidence to support a guilty verdict of the lesser 
and included offense. 


41. Rape § 6— submission of issue of lesser offense of rape 
Where all the evidence tends to show an accomplished rape, and neither 
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the State nor defendant offers any evidence to support a guilty verdict of 
assault with intent to commit rape, the trial court is not required to sub- 
mit to the jury the issue of guilt of the lesser offense. 


APPEAL by defendant from Burgwyn, E. J., 27 January 1969 
Criminal Session of DurHAM. 


Defendant was convicted of raping Annette Jones. Both are Ne- 
groes. The jury recommended that his sentence be life imprisonment, 
and the court entered this mandatory judgment. 


Evidence for the State was plenary to establish the following 
facts: About 6:30 a.m. on 30 November 1968, Annette Jones, a mar- 
ried woman living with her husband and two children, was walking 
along a city street in Durham en route to her work at Duke Hos- 
pital. Defendant, a stranger, drove alongside and offered her a ride, 
which she refused. When he stopped his automobile and started to 
alight, she ran. He gave chase, caught her, and forced her into his 
ear at knife point. In her flight she lost the heel from one of her 
shoes. Holding the knife at her neck, defendant drove to the terminus 
of a dead-end street. After raping her, he put her out and drove 
away. Mrs. Jones wrote his license number on the ground. A pass- 
erby took her to a telephone. She called her husband, who came and 
took her to the police station. Approximately two hours later de- 
fendant had been placed under arrest for rape. 


The police found the shoe heel which Mrs. Jones had lost in her 
flight. Fibers on the prosecutrix’s undergarments, when examined 
microscopically at the F. B. I. Laboratory in Washington, D. C., 
were found to be identical with those taken from defendant's 
trousers and coat. In the vacuum sweepings from defendant’s car 
was one full-length hair which, when microscopically examined, 
matched that of Mrs. Jones. 


On 10 December 1968 a letter signed “William Rhodes” was ad- 
dressed and mailed to Mrs. Jones. F. B. I. experts testified that de- 
fendant’s fingerprints were “lifted” from the letter and that the 
handwriting was identical with that of defendant. The writer said 
that he was truly sorry for “the dastardly act and evil deed” which 
had been forced upon Mrs. Jones’ person. He beseeched her to for- 
give him for what he had done and begged her to consider the fact 
that he did not hurt her. The letter concluded: “I would surely owe 
you my life or what is left of it if you would but find it in your heart 
to help me. . . . I would readily be your slave if you but spare 
me, spare us both the embarrassment the task and toil of a trial. 

. Have mercy on me!” 
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Defendant did not testify. He offered evidence tending to show 
that he spent the night of 29 November 1968 going from one juke- 
box house to another; that he had been accompanied by a friend, 
from whom he separated about 5:30 on the morning of 80 November 
1968; and that he was then intoxicated. 


Judge Burgwyn instructed the jury that they could return one of 
five verdicts: Guilty of rape, guilty of rape with a recommendation 
that defendant’s punishment be fixed at life imprisonment, guilty of 
an assault with intent to commit rape, guilty of an assault upon a 
female, and not guilty. After deliberating ten minutes, the Jurors re- 
turned to the courtroom and inquired as to the penalty for assault 
with intent to commit rape. Judge Burgwyn replied as follows: 


“Up to ten years imprisonment. Of course, the question of the 
punishment is not a question for you to determine. It 1s a question 
for the court entirely, but that would be the limit, ten years. It 
could be less. ‘Every person convicted of assault with intent to com- 
mit rape upon the body of any female shall be imprisoned in the 
State’s Prison not less than one or more than 15 years.’ I am sorry, 
I made a mistake about that. That is a question for the court. It is 
no concern of the jury at all. All you are concerned with is a ques- 
tion of guilt of whatever you find him guilty of, 1f anything.” 


The jury went back to the Jury room and fourteen minutes later 
returned with a verdict of “guilty of rape with the recommendation 
of life imprisonment.” 


Robert Morgan, Attorney General; Ralph Moody, Deputy Attor- 
ney General, for the State. 


Lina Lee 8. Stout; A. H. Borland, for defendant appellant. 


SHARP, J. 


Defendant brings forward one assignment of error and presents 
this single question: Did the judge commit error prejudicial to de- 
fendant when, in answer to their inquiry, he told the jurors the pen- 
alty for assault with intent to commit rape? 


[1] In this jurisdiction, except in one class of cases, the presiding 
judge fixes the punishment for a convicted defendant within the 
limits provided by the applicable statute. The exception is capital 
cases in which the jury may recluce the penalty from death to life 
imprisonment. G.S. 14-17 (murder in the first degree); GS. 14-21 
(rape); G.S. 14-52 (burglary in the first degree); G.S. 14-58 (arson). 
In all other instances, the jury has performed its function and dis- 
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charged its duty when it returns its verdict of guilty or not guilty. 
State v. Davis, 288 N.C. 252, 77 S.E. 2d 630; State v. Howard, 222 
N.C. 291, 22 S.E. 2d 917; State v. Matthews, 191 N.C. 378, 131 S.E. 
743. 


[2] The amount of punishment which a verdict of guilty will em- 
power the judge to impose is totally irrelevant to the issue of a de- 
fendant’s guilt. It is, therefore, no concern of the jurors’. State v. 
Walls, 211 N.C. 487, 191 S.E. 232; State v. Williams, 121 N.C. 629, 
28 8.E. 405. See also State v. Davis, supra, and State v. Matthews, 
supra; 53 Am. Jur. Trial § 807 (1945). Ordinarily, the judge should 
tell them so—in appropriate judgmatical language —if they inquire 
of him about it. See State v. Davis, supra, wherein the reply which 
the trial judge made to a jury’s inquiry was approved. As Devin, 
C.J., said: “The minds of the jurors engaged in the trial of a crim- 
inal case should not be diverted from the question of the guilt or in- 
nocence of the accused under the evidence by improper reference to 
the significance or guantum of punishment possible or probable upon 
conviction.” Id. at 254, 77 S.E. 2d at 631; accord, State v. Matthews, 
supra. 


[3] It does not follow, however, that instructions disclosing the 
punishment authorized by statute will always constitute prejudicial 
error. The propriety and effect of such an instruction must be con- 
sidered “in the light of the circumstances of the trial, as, for ex- 
ample, where it is made in response to remarks of counsel on the 
subject made in the presence of the jury.” 283A C.J.8S. Criminal Law 
§ 1290 b. (1961). Accord, State v. Howard, 222 N.C. 291, 22 S.E. 2d 
917, and State v. Ward, 222 N.C. 316, 22 S.E. 2d 922. 


In both Howard and Ward, supra, after the defendant’s attorney 
had made an erroneous argument as to the law with reference to the 
severity of the minimum punishment provided for embezzlement, 
the judge “outlined and defined to the jury” the applicable statu- 
tory provisions. Upon appeal this Court was “not disposed to hold, 
under these circumstances,” that the defendants could take advant- 
age of the instruction. The rationale was that defense counsel had 
made disclosure necessary to remove an erroneous impression “and 
place the cause back on an even keel so that it might be decided by 
the jury with complete fairness to all parties.” The Court also noted 
that, in each case, the judge ‘‘carefully and fully cautioned the jury 
that they were to decide the issue upon the evidence without regard 
to the punishment that might or might not be imposed in the event 
of conviction.” State v. Ward, supra at 321, 22 S.E. 2d at 925. In 
State v. Howard, supra at 294, 22 S.E. 2d at 919, the Court said: 
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“While the reading of a statute to the jury in regard to punish- 
ment is not to be commended, . . . the trial judge’s ruling should 
be considered by the appellate Court in the light of the circumstances 
of the trial. The rule prevails thet in order to overthrow the verdict 
and judgment it must be made to appear not only that the action 
of the trial judge complained of was erroneous, but that it was ‘ma- 
terial and prejudicial, amounting to a denial of some substantial 
right.’ ” 


[4-6] It is always material and prejudicial error for the judge to 
instruct the jury, either in the general charge or in response to their 
inquiry, that they may return their verdict with a recommendation 
of mercy or to intimate that he will not impose the maximum pen- 
alty if the defendant is convicted. Indeed, where the law gives the 
judge no discretion as to punishment but fixes a mandatory penalty 
for the offense with which the defendant is charged, the judge is 
powerless to heed a jury’s recommendation of mercy. In such in- 
stance, by authorizing a recommendation, the judge would not only 
encourage a verdict of guilty but justify the defendant’s complaint 
that he had misled the jury into rendering it. State v. Davis, supra; 
State v. Rowell, 224 N.C. 768, 32 S.E. 2d 356; State v. Matthews, 
supra. For the same reasons, any reference by the judge or prose- 
cuting attorney to the possibility of a parole will constitute pre}- 
udicial error. State v. Dockery, 238 N.C. 222, 77 S.E. 2d 664; State 
v. Hawley, 229 N.C. 167, 48 S.E. 2d 35; State v. Little, 228 N.C. 417, 
45 S.E. 2d 542; see Annot., 16 A.L.R. 3d 1187; 385 A.L.R. 2d 769. 
Recommendations of leniency, however, when made by the Jury of 
its own volition, without any authority or suggestion from the court, 
are no part of the verdict and may he disregarded. State v. Mat- 
thews, supra; State v. Stewart, 189 N.C. 340, 127 8.E. 260. 


In at least four cases this Court has considered the question 
whether the judge’s disclosure or refusal to disclose penalties con- 
stituted material and prejudicial error in trials for rape and assault 
with intent to commit rape. In State v. Wilhams, 121 N.C. 629, 28 
S.E. 405, the defendant was convicted of assault with intent to com- 
mit rape. On appeal he assigned as error the judge’s refusal to tell 
the jury the punishment for simple assault and the felony charged. 
The Court noted that “this exception was properly abandoned.” At 
the same term (September 1897) the Court considered the case of 
State v. Hairston, 121 N.C. 579, 28 S.E. 492, in which the defendant 
indicted for rape, was convicted of carnal knowledge of a child over 
ten years of age and under fourteen. The judge, in his charge, told 
the jury that the punishment for rape was death and, for the lesser 
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offense, a fine or imprisonment in the penitentiary. The Court dis- 
posed of the defendant’s exception to this portion of the charge by 
saying: ‘We have at this term approved the ruling of Judge Star- 
buck (the trial judge in State v. Williams, supra,) in refusing, at 
the request of the jury, to give this instruction, and we do not wish 
to be understood as approving it in this case. But what grounds 
the defendants have to object to it, we are unable to see. In all 
probability, it saved them from the gallows.” 


Four years later, when the Court decided State v. Garner, 129 
N.C. 537, 40 S.E. 6, it apparently overlooked the decisions in Wil- 
liams and Hairston, supra, for it made no reference to them. Garner, 
convicted of an assault with intent to commit rape, was tried prior 
to the enactment of Chapter 198, Public Laws of 1911 (now codified 
as G.S. 14-83), which made an assault upon a female by a male 
over eighteen years of age a misdemeanor punishable in the discre- 
tion of the court. State v. Courtney, 248 N.C. 447, 103 S.E. 2d 861. 
The trial judge, therefore, could not submit that issue. (Were Gar- 
ner tried today it seems clear that the evidence against him would 
sustain only a verdict of an assault upon a female.) The judge in- 
structed the jury to return a verdict of guilty of assault with intent 
to commit rape, simple assault, or not guilty. The jury, after being 
out some time, returned to ask the judge “to restate the law on the 
different phases of the testimony.” In redefining simple assault the 
judge informed the jury that “the punishment could be a fine of 
fifty dollars or thirty days on the roads.” 


Upon appeal, a majority of the Court could see no prejudice to 
the defendant from his Honor’s charge as to punishment. Cook, J., 
writing the opinion, said the jury knew that some punishment follows 
a verdict of guilty. “They are entitled to be informed upon the law 
creating the offense charged, and, as the punishment prescribed is a 
part thereof, we see no reason why the Court should not accurately 
and correctly inform them as to the same, rather than leave them to 
rely upon their own information.” Douglas, J., joined by Furches, 
C.J., dissented upon the ground that there was insufficient evidence 
to go to the jury on the felony charged. Although not prepared to 
say that it was reversible error for the Judge to tell the jury the 
punishment for a crime, they registered their disagreement with the 
majority’s statement that the jury are entitled to be informed as to 
punishment. “The jury,” wrote Justice Douglas, “have nothing to 
do with the quantum of punishment. Their only province is to de- 
termine the guilt or innocence of the accused, leaving the question 
of punishment to be determined by the Court within the limitations 
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of law. . . . [T]he better practice is not to inform the jury of the 
possible punishment. . . .” 


In State v. Green, 246 N.C. 717, 100 8.E. 2d 52, the defendant 
was indicted for rape. When a juror asked the punishment for as- 
sault with intent to commit rape, the judge replied that it would be 
in the discretion of the court, the maximum punishment being fifteen 
years. The defendant was convicted of an assault with intent to com- 
mit rape. He appealed, assigning that disclosure as error. The Court 
disposed of the assignment without discussion, saying merely, “This 
assignment of error is overruled upon the authority of State v. Gar- 
ner, 129 N.C. 5386, 40 S.E. 6.” 


In State v. Green, supra, and State v. Hairston, supra, each de- 
fendant was indicted for rape and, in both cases, after being in- 
formed of the matter of punishment, the jury returned a verdict of 
guilty of a lesser, included offense. Obviously, therefore, no prej- 
udice resulted to the defendart from the disclosure — quite the 
contrary as the Court noted in State v. Hairston, supra. Therefore, 
in Green, it was not necessary for the Court to rely upon Garner; 
the facts called for the rationale of State v. Hairston, supra. 


[7] In Garner’s case, after being informed that the penalty for 
simple assault was only thirty days, the jury returned a verdict of 
guilty of assault with intent to commit rape, the only other verdict 
of guilty which they could render upon the charge. Today, sixty 
years after Garner was decided, it seems clear that the judge’s dis- 
closure dictated the verdict. The defendant, by most reprehensible 
conduct, had frightened a fourteen-vear-old girl, causing her to aban- 
don her path and flee from him. The jury obviously did not think 
that thirty days was adequate punishment for what he had done. 
So far as our research has disclosed, the opinion in State v. Garner, 
supra, contains the only statement in our reports that a jury in a 
noncapital case is entitled to be informed as to the punishment pre- 
scribed for the offense or offenses with which a defendant is charged. 
This statement is expressly disapproved. 


[8, 9] Jurors, as every trial judge knows, are always interested 
in the consequences of their verdict. As laymen, it is hard for them 
to understand that they have nothing to do with punishment. When 
they ask the judge the direct question he wonders whether it is better 
to give them the correct information and tell them to disregard it 
(thus making sure they do not act upon misinformation!) or to re- 
fuse to inform them and tell them at the same time that punishment 
has no bearing upon the guilt or innocence of the accused. There is, 
of course, no entirely satisfactory solution to the problem posed. 
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However, the most satisfactory one seems to us to be this: In the 
absence of some compelling reason which makes disclosure as to 
punishment necessary in order “to keep the trial on an even keel” 
and to insure complete fairness to all parties, the trial judge should 
not inform the jurors as to punishment in noncapital cases. If in- 
formation is requested he should refuse it and explain to them that 
punishment is totally irrelevant to the issue of guilt or innocence, 
When, however, such information is inadvertently given, the error 
will be evaluated like any other. State v. Howard, supra. 


[10, 11] In this case, it was error for the trial judge to tell the 
jury the punishment for assault with intent to commit rape, but we 
can perceive no prejudice to defendant from the disclosure. After er- 
roneously stating that the maximum punishment was ten years, the 
judge read to the jury the statute which fixed the punishment at 
fifteen years (G.S. 14-22); so they could not have been misled as to 
the quantum of punishment. All the evidence tended to show an ac- 
complished rape and to prove defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable 
doubt. Neither the State nor defendant offered any evidence upon 
which a verdict of guilty of the lesser and included offense of as- 
sault with intent to commit rape could have been based. The judge 
was not required to submit that issue to the jury, and a request to 
do so would have been properly refused. State v. Williams, 275 N.C. 
77, 165 S.E. 2d 481; State v. Jones, 249 N.C. 134, 105 S.E. 2d 513; 
State v. McNeely, 244 N.C. 737, 94 S.E. 2d 853; State v. Church, 
231 N.C. 39, 55 S.E. 2d 792. Upon the facts of this case we have no 
apprehension that defendant was prejudiced by the jury’s knowl- 
edge of the penalty for a crime of which there was no evidence. 


No error. 
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THAYER v. LEASING CORP. 
No. 42 PC. 
Case below: 5 N.C. App. 483. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to North Carolina 
peals denied 28 September 1969. 


TRUELOVE v. INSURANCE CO. 
No. 23 PC. 
Case below: 5 N.C. App. 272. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to North Carolina 
peals denied 29 August 1969. 


WARD v. CLAYTON, COMR. OF REVENUE 
No. 18 PC. 
Case below: 5 N.C. App. 58. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to North Carolina 
peals allowed 29 August 1969. 


WHITLEY v. REDDEN 
No. 62 PC. 
Case below: 5 N.C. App. 705. 


Petition for writ of certiorar to North Carolina 
peals allowed 16 October 1969. 


WILSON v. DEVELOPMENT CoO. 
No. 45 PC. 
Case below: 5 N.C. App. 600. 


Petition for writ of certiorart to North Carolina 
peals allowed 18 September 1969. 
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C. H. CUTTS v. S. WORTH (WIRT) CASEY ann Wirt, MARTHA B. CASEY 
No. 4 


(Filed 19 November 1969) 


1. Trial § 58; Judgments § 2— waiver of jury trial — filing of judg- 
ment 
When a jury trial is waived the judge must give his decision in writ- 
ing, stating his findings of fact and conclusions of law separately, and 
absent consent of the parties the judgment must be filed with the clerk 
during the session at which the trial takes place. G.S. 1-185. 


2. Judgments § 2-—— judgment out of session and out of county — au- 
thority of court 
In this action of trespass to try title, the trial judge announced at the 
conclusion of all the evidence that “I am going to find that the defendant 
is entitled to his 53 poles and the plaintiff is entitled to the balance,” 
and instructed plaintiff’s counsel to draw a judgment finding specific facts 
in accordance with his decision. The parties stipulated that the judgment 
could be signed at the next criminal session of another county. When 
called upon to sign the judgment tendered by plaintiff’s counsel, the judge 
stated that he had reconsidered the ease and changed his mind, and signed 
a judgment prepared by counsel for defendants adjudicating that defend- 
ants are the owners of the premises described in the answer: Held: The 
stipulation did not limit the trial judge to any particular decision, and the 
judge had authority to make findings of fact, conclusions of law and 
render judgment in favor of defendant at the next criminal session of 
the stipulated county. 


3. Boundaries § 2— monuments — established line of another tract 
An established line of another tract is a fixed monument. 


4. Boundaries § 2—— distance between fixed monuments — distance 
called for in deed 


The actual distance between fixed monuments will control over a con- 
flicting distance called for in the deed. 


5. Boundaries § 15; ‘Trespass to Try Title § 4— ownership of land 
— findings as to disputed boundaries 


In this action in trespass to try title to land claimed by plaintiff and 
defendants from a common source, an 1859 grant, wherein the location 
of the southwest line of this grant and the location of an 1879 convey- 
ance of a portion of this grant are in dispute, findings of fact by the 
court were insufficient to support the court’s conclusion that defendants 
are the owners of the lands and premises described in the answer, where 
the court failed to make findings specifically locating the disputed bound- 
ary lines of the 1859 grant and of the 1879 conveyance. 


AppraL by plaintiff from Bundy, J., 30 September 1968 Civil 
Session of Penper. Upon plaintiff’s petition for certiorari this case 
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was certified for review before determination by the Court of Ap- 
peals. 


In this action for trespass plaintiff seeks (1) an adjudication 
that he is the owner and entitled to the immediate possession of the 
land described in the complaint, 2.8 acres on Topsail Beach, being 
lot No. 3 of the division of the lands of Jesse W. Batson, deceased; 
(2) an order permanently restraining defendants from trespassing 
upon the premises; and (8) damages for trespass. Defendants deny 
that plaintiff owns the lands described in the complaint. They allege 
that they own the lands described in the answer, lot No. 1 of the 
subdivision of lot No. 3 of the Millie Bishop estate. They pray 
that they be declared the owners and entitled to the possession of 
these premises, that plaintiff be permanently restrained from tres- 
passing thereon, and that they recover of plaintiff damages for tres- 
pass. 


The case was first heard by a referee in October 1965. His find- 
ings of fact, conclusions of law, and decision, filed 8 June 1966, were 
in favor of defendants. Plaintiff filed exceptions to the referee’s re- 
port, submitted proposed findings of fact, tendered issues, and de- 
manded a jury trial. At the October 1966 Session, the case was heard 
by Fountain, J., and a jury. At the conclusion of plaintiff’s evidence, 
Judge Fountain allowed defendants’ motion for nonsuit and then 
declared a mistrial as to defendants’ cross action. Plaintiff appealed 
and, at the Spring Term 1967, we reversed the judgment of nonsuit. 
See the opinion by Parker, C.J., in Cutts v. Casey, 271 N.C. 165, 155 
S.E. 2d 519, for a more detailed exposition of the pleadings and a 
preliminary statement of plaintiff’s evidence. 


At the 30 September 1968 Session the parties waived a jury trial, 
and Judge Bundy heard the cause upon the transcript of the evi- 
dence which plaintiff and defendants had offered before the referee. 
At the conclusion of all the evidence, Judge Bundy announced his 
decision as follows: “I am going to find that the defendant is en- 
titled to his 538 poles; and the plaintiff is entitled to the balance.” 
At the time of making this statement he pointed to defendants’ Ex- 
hibit 12, the Utley map, which showed the Batson grant to be the 
area lying between the lines A-B-C, C-D, D-E, and E-A. He in- 
structed Mr. Rountree, counsel for plaintiff, to draw a judgment 
finding specific facts in accordance with his decision. 


In open court it was agreed by the parties that the Judgment 
could be signed at the next Criminal Term of New Hanover. On 
1 November 1968 counsel appeared before Judge Bundy in Wil- 
mington. When plaintiff’s counsel tendered judgment prepared in 
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accordance with their understanding of the court’s instructions, 
Judge Bundy announced that he had reconsidered the case and 
changed his mind, and had instructed counsel for defendants to 
prepare the judgment for his signature. He then signed the judg- 
ment of record, which adjudicates that defendants are the owners 
of the premises described in the answer. Plaintiff appealed, assign- 
ing as error (1) the judge’s refusal to make the findings of fact set 
forth in plaintiff’s proffered judgment, (2) his refusal to enter judg- 
ment in accordance with his statement made at the conclusion of 
the trial at the September 1968 Session in Pender, and (3) his entry 
of judgment decreeing that defendants owned the property described 
in the answer. 


Wyatt E. Blake and George Rountree, Jr., for plaintiff-appellant. 
Corbett & Fisler for defendant appellees. 


SHARP, J. 


This appeal presents two questions: (1) Did Judge Bundy have 
authority to render judgment in this case in New Hanover County 
on 1 November 1968 and (2) if so, do the facts he found support 
the judgment he signed. 


(1, 2] When a jury trial is waived the judge must give his de- 
cision in writing, stating his findings of fact and conclusions of law 
separately. Absent consent of the parties the judgment must be filed 
with the clerk during the session at which the trial takes place. G.S. 
1-185. It appears of record that all parties agreed that the judgment 
in this case “could be signed at the next criminal term in Wilming- 
ton.” Plaintiff contends, however, that the parties’ agreement did 
not authorize the judge to sign, out of session and out of county, 
“the particular judgment” he renderecl; that he was only authorized 
to sign a judgment in accordance with his announced decision; and 
that “this case should be reversed and remanded to the Superior 
Court of Pender County with directions to enter judgment on be- 
half of the plaintiff as proposed in the unsigned Judgment of record,” 
.e., the judgment tendered by plaintiff’s counsel. The inappropri- 
ateness of this contention—and the impossibility of drafting a 
judgment upon the judge’s cryotic statement “I am going to hold 
that the defendant is entitled to his 53 poles and the plaintiff is en- 
titled to the balance’ — will appear as the evidence is hereinafter 
developed. For now it suffices to say that the parties did not attempt 
thus to circumscribe Judge Bundy’s authority. The stipulation did 
not limit him to any specific decision, announced or unannounced. 
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When, at the end of the trial, he made the statement upon which 
plaintiff places his reliance he had neither filed with the clerk nor 
dictated into the record findings of fact which would control his 
judgment. When he adjourned the court, he left in Pender County 
no findings of fact constituting a judicial “verdict” which would sup- 
port any judgment. 


In a land suit as complicated as this one the parties had every 
reason to anticipate that any findings of fact prepared by either 
party would “bring on more talk.” According to the judge’s state- 
ment to counsel in Wilmington, after leaving Pender County, and 
upon further consideration of the case, he changed his mind and re- 
quested the attorney for defendants to prepare a judgment different 
from that which plaintiff’s attorney understood he was to draw. 
There is nothing in the record which suggests that before changing 
his mind he had conducted any one-sided hearing from which plain- 
tiff’s counsel were excluded. Upon the authority of Dellinger v. 
Clark, 284 N.C. 419, 67 S.E. 2d 448, a case involving a situation 
strikingly similar to the one here, we hold that Judge Bundy had 
authority to make his findings of fact, conclusions of law, and 
render judgment in New Hanover County at the next criminal term 
of court. 


Adjudication of the second question requires consideration of 
the evidence. Plaintiff and defendants claim from a common source, 
a grant “for 51 acres of land” on Topsail Banks in Pender County 
(then New Hanover), made 20 April 1859 by the State of North 
Carolina to Jesse W. Batson. This grant began at a stake, William 
B. Sidberry’s corner on the sound, and ran with Sidberry’s line 
across the banks S. 25° E. 66 poles to a stake at the edge of the 
ocean; thence with the edge of the ocean N. 58° E. 107 poles to 
Frederick Rhue’s line; thence with Rhue’s line N. 25° W. 88 poles 
to Crooked Creek; thence with the creek to the beginning. Thus, the 
Batson grant called for a quadrangular-shaped tract lying between 
the lands of Rhue and Sidberry and between two natural boundaries, 
Crooked Creek and the Atlantic Ocean. Frederick Rhue and William 
B. Sidberry also acquired their lands by grant from the State of 
North Carolina. The Sidberry grant was dated 4 January 1845; the 
Rhue grant, 18 November 1854. 


[3] The location of the Rhue line (Batson’s northeastern bound- 
ary) is not in controversy. It begins “at a stake at Cockle or Crooked 
Creek Landing on the sound side, then South 35° E. 92 poles to the 
ocean.” It is well known and established on the ground. Thus, it is 
a fixed monument, Batson v. Bell, 249 N.C. 718, 107 S.E. 2d 562. 
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The parties dispute the location of the Sidberry line which must be 
located before the Batson grant can be defined. 


The Sidberry grant purported to convey 170 acres between Top- 
sail and Stump Inlets. It is described as beginning “on a dead cedar 
at the east end of a hammock near Cockle Creek Pond; thence §8. 
23° E. 50 poles to a stake; thence 8. 50° W. for 260 poles at a stake 
between the Hammock and the Atlantic; thence N. 23° W. 160 poles 
to a stake in the sound; thence to the beginning.” The evidence tends 
to show that Sidberry also owned other lands in the vicinity. 


In March 1861 the lands of William B. Sidberry, deceased, were 
divided. In the division his daughter, Vashti Atkinson, received 
three tracts totaling 239 acres. One tract, containing 55 acres, was 
described as beginning on a dead cedar, running thence 8S. 23° E. 
125 poles to a stake; thence N. 23° W. 100 poles to a stake on the 
sound; thence to the beginning. 


On 1 August 1879, Jesse W. Batson conveyed approximately 
half of the lands described in his grant to Millie Bishop. The deed 
described the land as lying on Topsail Banks and beginning at a 
stake, Vashti Atkinson’s corner in the sound; thence with her line 
across the banks S. 25° E. 66 poles to the ocean; thence with the 
edge of the ocean, N. 53° E. 53 poles (874.5 feet) to a stake; thence 
N. 25° W. 88 poles to the sound; thence with the meanders of the 
sound to the beginning. This deed is the foundation of defendant’s 
claim, and the location of Vashti Atkinson’s corner is the major 
problem in this case. 


Plaintiff’s evidence tended to show that the northeastern line of 
the Sidberry tract and of the Vashti Atkinson tract were one and 
the same. If so, Batson conveyed to Millie Bishop the southern half 
of his grant as plaintiff contends, and not the northern portion as 
defendants contend. On the basis of the description in his grant — 
which called for an ocean frontage of 107 poles (1765.5 feet) — Bat- 
son would have retained a tract fronting 54 poles (891 feet) on the 
Atlantic Ocean. However, on the basis of the survey upon which 
plaintiff relies, he contends that Batson actually retained 2574 feet. 


On 21 January 1956 a petition was filed by heirs of Jesse W. 
Batson and S. G. Blake, the grantee of some of the heirs, to parti- 
tion that portion of Batson’s grant which remained after his con- 
veyance to Bishop. Commissioners were appointed, and they em- 
ployed a surveyor, Raymond Frice, to locate and divide the land 
which Batson had retained. On 2 June 1956 the commissioners filed 
their report showing a division of the property into twelve lots. The 


604. IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


CuTTts v. CASEY 


map of this division is plaintiff’s Exhibit F (also marked defend- 
ants’ Exhibit 5). The Clerk of the Superior Court approved the re- 
port on 13 June 1956, and it was recorded on 9 July 1956. 


In the Sidberry grant, the beginning point was designated as a 
dead cedar as was the beginning point in the 55-acre tract allotted 
to Vashti Atkinson in the division of his estate. According to plain- 
tiff’s evidence, in May 1956 the site of the dead cedar was marked 
by an old lightwood knot of indefinite age. Price testified that it 
could have been there “one year or fifty,” that he found it implanted 
in the marsh approximately 300 feet from the northeast end of 
Horse Hammock, which was at the end of Cockle Creek Pond. The 
knot is designated by the letter A on plaintiff’s Exhibit F. There 
were several cedar stumps in the area but none within 200 feet of 
the lightwood knot. Approximately 300 feet southeast of it in the 
line A-B (Exhibit F) is an old cedar snag in a hammock. 


In making his survey for the Batson division, Price began at this 
lightwood knot. From it, he ran the first two calls in the Sidberry 
grant, lines A-E and E-F (Exhibit F). At the end of the second call 
(line E-F) he came to an old marked line, the third call (line F-G), 
which took him to the sound. Beginning at Point A, Price also ran 
the southwest line of the Batson grant (jine A-B). He ran with the 
Sidberry grant for 50 poles (Point E) and then continued the same 
course for 16 poles (thus running the 66 poles called for in the Bat- 
son grant) to the ocean, the end of the first call (Point B). He then 
ran the second call (B-C), “thence with the ocean N. 53° E. 107 
poles (1765.5 feet) to Rhue’s line.” However, to get from Point B, 
Sidberry’s line extended, to Rhue’s established line, Point C, he had 
to go 211 poles (3448.5 feet) instead of the 107 poles (1765.5 feet) 
called for in the grant. 


Price testified that in making the division among the Batson 
heirs he showed on Exhibit F what he found on the ground. It ap- 
pears that he laid off the Millie Bishop tract by treating Point A 
as Vashti Atkinson’s corner and surveving from there in accordance 
with the calls in the deed from Batson to Bishop. From Point B he 
ran 53 poles (874.5 feet) along the edge of the ocean. He then turned 
N. 18° W. to the sound and from there to the beginning. After thus 
defining the Millie Bishop tract, between its northeast line and the 
Rhue line, there remained 2574 feet of ocean frontage instead of 
891 feet which would have been the remaining frontage had the en- 
tire distance been 107 poles as specified in the grant. 


Beginning at the Rhue line Price divided this tract into twelve 
lots, the northeast line of lot No. 1 being the southwest line of the 
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Rhue grant. In the division, the heirs of Levi Batson, a son of 
Jesse W. Batson, were assigned lot No. 3. On 6 October 1964, in a 
deed containing no warranties, they conveyed lot No. 3 to C. H. 
Cutts, the plaintiff herein. Lot No. 3 of the Batson partition, as 
described in the report, begins at a stake in the edge of the ocean, 
the southwest corner of lot No. 2. This beginning point is 758 feet 
from the Rhue line and 2690.5 feet from the line A-B, William Sid- 
berry’s line, as established by Price. From the southwest corner of 
lot No. 2, lot No. 3 runs S. 56° 380’ W. with the edge of the ocean 
156 feet to the southwest corner of lot No. 3; thenee with that hne 
N. 27° 20’ W. in the sound; thence northeasterly with the sound to 
the northeast corner of lot No. 2; thence with that line $. 28° 20’ 
E. to the beginning. 


The area in dispute between plaintiff and defendants is the north- 
east portion of lot No. 3 of the Price division. Defendants claim a 
quadrangle measuring 80 X 280 X 180 X 80 feet, which is desig- 
nated by the lines 3-6, 6-5, 5-2, and 2-3 on the court map. 


[4] From plaintifi’s evidence, it is quite clear that one of two 
surveying errors has been made-— either the surveyor of New Han- 
over County made a mistake of 104 poles in 1858 when he measured 
the distance between the Sidberry and Rhue grants, the second call 
in the Batson grant, or Surveyor Price mislocated the northeast line 
of the William B. Sidberry grant (the Lne A-B) in May 1956 be- 
cause lot No. 3 of the Batson division is more than 1765.5 feet (107 
poles) from that line. If plaintiff establishes the line A-B as the Sid- 
berry line the actual distance between it and Rhue’s cstablished line 
(fixed monuments) will control and not the distance of 107 poles 
called for in the grant. Cutts v. Casey, 271 N.C. 165, 155 S.E. 2d 519. 


To summarize: Plaintiff claims record title to the land in dis- 
pute through the following instruments: (a) Grant from the State 
of North Carolina to Jesse W. Batson: (b) Division by special pro- 
ceeding of the lands of Jesse W. Batson, deeccased; (c) Deed from 
Batson heirs to Charles H. Cutts. 


Defendants claim record title to the disputed area through the 
following instruments: (a) The Jesse W. Batson grant (the parties’ 
common source); {b) Deed from Jesse W. Batson to Millie Bishop; 
(c) Partition deed, dated 4 March 1947, to Nancy I. Batts, Thelma 
Batts, Norman Batts, and J. P. Batts (heirs of Millie Bishop) from 
the remaining heirs of Millie Bishop, for lot No. 3 (8.9 acres) of 
the “Division of the Millie Bishop Estate” as shown by the plat re- 
corded in Plat Book 3, page 36, Pender County Registry, defend- 
ants’ Exhibit 3; (d) and (e) Two deeds, dated 21 February 1956 
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and 3 December 1956 respectively, from the grantees (or their heirs) 
in Link (c) above to defendant, Martha B. Casey, to lot No. 1 of 
the subdivision of lot No. 3 of the Millie Bishop division. 


Defendants contend they have sufficiently established their claim 
to the disputed area if they can show that Rhue’s southwest line and 
Bishop’s northeast line were the same. 


The division shown on defendants’ Exhibit 3, which defendants 
assert was of the Millie Bishop tract, was made in December 1946 
by Koontz, surveyor, upon the assumption that the northeastern 
line of the Millie Bishop tract (lot No. 1) was the southwestern 
line of the Rhue grant. Defendants’ Exhibit 3 shows this line to be- 
gin at an iron pipe on Cockle Creek Landing and to run 8. 32° 1000 
feet to the Atlantic Ocean. Plaintiff stipulated that this line was the 
Rhue line. From the terminus of this line Koontz ran 8. 57° 30’ W. 
955.8 feet with the ocean and then turned N. 70° W. 1871 feet to 
Topsail Sound; thence northeasterly to the beginning. The map 
shows that 51.382 acres were divided into six lots. 


According to the Koontz map the southeastern corner of lot No. 
3, measured along the ocean, is 318.6 feet from the Rhue line; the 
southwest corner, 477.9 feet. The northeast line runs N. 46° 15’ W. 
1550 feet from the ocean to the sound; the southwest line, N. 52° 
30’ W. 1540 feet. The ocean frontage between the two lines is shown 
to be 159.3 feet. The court map, prepared by J. W. Blanchard in 
December 1956 to illustrate the contentions of the parties, shows 
the southeast corner of lot No. 3 to be 470 feet from the old Rhue 
line. 


In June 1954, William W. Blanchard, a surveyor, basing his 
work entirely on the Koontz map, divided lot No. 3 into three lots. 
The map of this subdivision is defendants’ Exhibit No. 10 (not re- 
produced herein). Lot No. 1, to which defendant Martha B. Casey 
claims record title, is the southernmost lot of this subdivision. The 
subdivision map shows a frontage of 57.23 feet on the ocean. The 
call in one of her deeds is for “about 50 feet” along the ocean; the 
description in the other is merely “Lot No. 1 as shown by the W. W. 
Blanchard map of the Mrs. Nan Batts Heirs Subdivision.” The south- 
west line of lot No. 1 of the Batts Heirs Subdivision, also the south- 
west line of original lot No. 3 of the Millie Bishop Division, runs N. 
52° 30’ W. from the ocean to the sound; the northeast line runs N. 
50° 31’ W. Blanchard testified that this lot No. 1 is contained 
within the bounds of lot No. 3 of the Koontz division. He also tes- 
tified that no call in the deed to Bishop from Batson (1879) could 
conform to the Koontz division (1946), with the possible exception 
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of the ocean frontage, and that the third call in the deed bears no 
relation to the Rhue line. 


In answer to a question based upon the assumption that the 
line A-B on the court map and the line C-D on plaintiff’s Exhibit 
F (the southwestern line of the Rhue grant) was the third call in 
the Millie Bishop deed, and that the first call in that deed was 
parallel to the third call, W. W. Blanchard testified that in his 
opinion the disputed area was within the boundaries of the Millie 
Bishop deed as well as all of lot No. 3, except a small triangle in 
the southeast portion. 


The Bishop deed does not refer to the Rhue line (8. 35° E. 92 
poles), which defendants contend to be the third call in the Bishop 
deed (N. 25° W. 88 poles to the sound). Although the Bishop deed 
calls for Vashti Atkinson’s corner as its beginning point, defendants 
offered no evidence tending to locate this point. 


The testimony of defendants’ witness W. H. Utley, a registered 
surveyor, stipulated to be an expert in surveying and forestry, 
tended to show: 


In March 1957 he surveyed the Sidberry, Batson, and Rhue 
grants and made the map introduced in evidence as defendants’ 
Exhibit 12. As a result of information he obtained from three elderly 
gentlemen of the vicinage, Daniel Justice, aged 80, Raleigh Clay- 
ton, 78, and Roland Batts, 60 (all of whom are now deceased), he 
located the beginning point in the Rhue grant at the iron (stake) 
on Cockle Creek Landing (Point E on Exhibit 12), and he also lo- 
cated Horse Hammock. The line E-D on Exhibit 12 is the line 
C-D on plaintiff’s Exhibit F. On the east end of Horse Hammock 
at Point A he found a large cedar stump approximately three feet 
across at the root collar. This was the largest remains of a tree 
anywhere in the locality, and it was about 75 feet from the end 
of the hammock and the pond, which terminates Cockle Creek. 
There were a number of cedar stumps of varying sizes 30-50 feet 
away. The three elderly gentlemen also told Utley that the end of 
the hammock near Point A existed today as it always had. 


Using the cedar stump as the beginning point of the William B. 
Sidberry grant he ran its first call 50 poles, or approximately 825 
feet, to Point B. He then turned and ran the line B-F, the third 
call in the Sidberry grant 4290 feet. At Point F he turned N. 18° 
45’ W. (the 1957 bearing for the third call) and ran 2640 feet to 
Point G, which is the sound. 


Utley next ran the Batson grant. Beginning at Point A he con- 
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tinued the line A-B to the present beach erosion line and then turned 
to run the second call in the Batson grant, to the Rhue line, E-D. 
He found that distance to be 1912 feet instead of the 1765.5 feet, or 
107 poles called for in the grant, a discrepancy of 146.5 feet. Based 
upon information he received from the three old residents, his exam- 
ination of the area, his survey of the lines in the Sidberry and Bat- 
son grants, the location of the cedar stump (the largest in the area) 
at the east end of a hammock near the end of Cockle Creek Pond, 
he was satisfied that Point A on Exhibit 12 was the only possible 
beginning point of the Batson grant. 


When he made his survey in 1957, Utley found in the salt marsh 
the lightwood knot (which he called a large cedar limb) from which 
Price began his survey of the Batson grant. This point, A on plain- 
tiff’s Exhibit F, is designated (1) on defendants’ Exhibit 12. When 
Utley pulled up the cedar limb for examination he found that it 
had ‘‘been sharpened off.” It was his opinion that the tool marks on 
the tip were not more than six months old and that the matted 
marsh grass beneath the pole was the previous year’s growth. It 
had not rotted or deteriorated. From the cedar limb he ran the line 
1-2, the line shown on the Price map (Exhibit F) as A-B. In doing 
so, he followed the line which had been cut not more than two years 
before. From line 1-2 to the southwest edge of Cockle Creek Pond 
was approximately 2000 feet; from his Point A in the line A-C, it 
was about 75 feet. 


Utley identified the line E-D on his map as being the northeast 
line of the Millie Bishop division as shown on defendants’ Exhibit 
3. In his opinion, lot No. 3 of that division lies within the bounds 
of the tracts A-C-D-E shown on his map (Exhibit 12). At the time 
he made his survey, one of his informants, Mr. Justice, told him 
that the land southwest of the Rhue line had always been known to 
him as the Millie Bishop land, but he did not know who the present 
owners were. Utley obtained no information as to the whereabouts 
of Vashti Atkinson’s corner. 


Several of the Millie Bishop descendants testified that 35-55 
years ago an ancestor had told them that the Millie Bishop lands 
adjoined Rhue on the northeast. None had any information what- 
ever as to the location of Vashti Atkinson’s corner, the Sidberry 
lands, or the Batson grant. They knew only “where our property is,” 
its location having been ‘‘determined by a registered surveyor.” 


From the evidence offered it appears that if Bishop’s northeast 
line (the third call in her deed) was the Rhue line, the disputed 
land lies within the area covered by the deed under which defend- 
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ants’ claim, and plaintiff cannot win. In this event, however, it would 
seem that other portions of the Millie Bishop division south of lot 
3 would overlap land retained by Batson. 


If Bishop’s southwest line was the northeast line of the Sidberry 
grant, line A-B-C as shown on Exhibit F and line 1-2 as shown on 
Exhibit 12, defendants’ land hes outside the boundaries described 
in the deed from Batson to Bishop, and plaintiff must win. 


There remains the possibility that Bishop’s southwest line was 
the Sidberry line but that its correct location is the line A-B-C as 
shown on defendants’ Exhibit 12 and that the Bishop lands are 
shown by the lines A-B-C, C-X, X-Y, and Y-A. Neither party tried 
the case upon this theory. However, it cannot be disregarded since 
there is substantial evidence tending to show that Point A on the 
Utley map is the beginning point of the Batson grant. If the Bishop 
lands do lie within the lines specified above, it is not clear to us 
from the evidence whether any part of lot No. 3 as laid off by Price 
encroaches upon the Bishop tract. It 1s certain, however, that many 
of the other lots shown on Exhibit F would. 


From the foregoing it is clear that the judge’s statement made at 
the conclusion of the evidence afforded no basis for a decision of the 
case. He did not indicate where he was locating the line from which 
he would measure the 58 poles called for in the deed from Batson 
to Bishop. Nor did he indicate the course the line would run from the 
ocean to the sound. There being no line in the Bishop deed which 
would correspond to the Koontz division of the Bishop lands except 
the one along the ocean, the courses of the other lines are im- 
portant. 


The interpretation which counsel for plaintiff gave Judge Bundy’s 
pronouncement is disclosed by their tendered judgment which con- 
tained in substance the following: (1) Batson conveyed the southern 
portion of his grant to Bishop, described with reference to the Utley 
map as being within the lines A-B-C, C-X, X-Y, and Y-A. (2) 
Batson died intestate owning the balance of his grant, a tract front- 
ing 891 feet on the ocean and lying between the Rhue line (D-E) 
and the northeast line of the Bishop lands (X-Y). (3) The heirs of 
Millie Bishop attempted to divide the entire Batson grant as shown 
by the Utley map instead of the southern portion measured 53 poles 
(874.5 feet) from the Sidberry line as shown by Utley. (4) The 
heirs of Batson have attempted to locate the Bishop lands by mea- 
suring 53 poles from the line 1-2 on the Utley map and then to 
divide the lands between there and the Rhue line (E-D). They did 
not own the land lying between the line 1-2 and the line A-B-C on 
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that map. (5) Plaintiff owns all of lot 38 as shown on the court map 
except a strip approximately 28 feet wide described with reference 
to the court map as lying between the line F-G and a line running 
from Point 3 8. 27° 20’ E. to the ocean, and it is not clear who 
owns this strip. Upon these findings plaintiff tendered judgment 
that plaintiff owned all of lot 3 (Exhibit F) except that portion of 
lot No. 3 described above. 


Obviously it cannot be demonstrated that the judgment which 
plaintiff tendered incorporated the finding which Judge Bundy said 
he intended to make or that it decreed the division he had in mind! 
The judgment which he signed is summarized as follows: 


(1) Plaintiff and defendants claim title from a common source, 
the Batson grant. 


(2) Batson conveyed to Bishop “the lands purported to be con- 
tained within the Millie Bishop division and reflected on map in 
Map Book 3 at page 36, Pender County Registry.” 


(3) The Batson grant was bounded on the northeast by the 
Rhue grant, on the southwest by the Sidberry grant. 


(4) Plaintiff has failed to show title either by record or pos- 
session to the land described in the complaint or to any part of the 
lands described in the answer. 


(5) Defendants are the owners and entitled to the possession 
of the lands described in the answer. 


(6) There is no evidence that either party sustained any dam- 
age as the result of trespass by the other. 


Upon the facts he adjudged that defendants are the owners of 
the lands and premises described in the answer. 


[5] The foregoing facts are not sufficient to support the conclu- 
sions Judge Bundy reached. It is quite true—as the court found 
in (2) —that the heirs of Millie Bishop purported to divide the 
lands described in her deed. The question is whether they did di- 
vide the land Batson conveyed to her. It 1s also quite true that the 
Batson grant was bounded by the Atlantic Ocean, Topsail Sound, 
the Rhue grant and the Sidberry grant. All the boundaries are 
known except the Sidberry line, which the judge did not specifically 
locate. The deed to Bishop did not convey the entire Batson grant 
to her. Therefore, both the northeast and the southwest lines of the 
Bishop lands must be located in order to determine the rights of 
the parties. 


As stated, finding (4) amounts to a conclusion of law that plain- 
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tiff offered no evidence tending to establish his title to the lot de- 
scribed in the complaint. On the first appeal of this case, Cutts v. 
Casey, supra, in overruling the judgment of nonsuit, we held that 
there was some evidence from which the Jury could find (1) that 
plaintiff acquired the land in controversy “through a connected 
chain of title,’ and (2) that the disputed area was a part of the 
land which descended to the Batson heirs. Of course, the credibility 
of the testimony of all the witnesses who testified was for the judge, 
who was sitting as a jury. 


We deem it appropriate to note that the assignments of error 
question none of the court’s rulings upon the competency of any 
evidence which was admitted. 


The judgment of Bundy, J., is vacated and the case remanded 
to the Superior Court for a 


New trial. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA y. MITCHELL GRANT WALTERS 
No. 32 


(Filed 19 November 1969) 


1. Homicide § 15; Criminal Law § 73— relevancy of evidence — 
explanation of possession of pistol] —- hearsay 


In a prosecution charging defendant, a policeman by occupation, with 
murder in the first degree committed by use of a pistol, defendant’s tes- 
timony, offered in explanation of his possession of the pistol at a time 
when he was not on duty, that he was instructed at the Institute of 
Government with respect to the right of off-duty peace officers to be 
armed, held properly excluded as hearsay. 


2. Homicide § 21— first-degree murder — premeditation and delibera- 
tion — sufficiency of evidence 


In a prosecution for murder in the first degree, there was substantial 
evidence of premeditation and deliberation on the part of defendant to 
withstand motion for nonsuit, where the State offered testimony that on 
the day of the homicide the defendant, asserting that the deceased had 
been following his wife, sought the deceased at the latter’s filling station 
and home; that the defendant stated to deceased’s wife that he did not 
like deceased, that what deceased needed was a bullet in the right place 
and that he, the defendant, might be the one to do it; that later on 
the same day the defendant, finding deceased at the filling station, pro- 
yoked an altercation with deceased, first by language, then by threatened 
assault with handcuffs; that the deceased picked up a tire tool; that 


616 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 





STATE v. WALTERS 





defendant then shot deceased in the leg with a pistol and, when de- 
ceased fell, shot him again in the chest; that defendant then turned to 
an observer and stated that “it was self-defense.” 


3. Criminal Law §§ 1038, 104—~ functions of court and jury — consid- 
eration of evidence 


What is evidence is a question of law for the court; what the evidence 
proves or fails to prove is a question of fact for the jury. 


4. Homicide § 21— _ first-degree murder—~- motion to mnonsuit — evi- 
dence of premeditation and deliberation 


On motion to nonsuit in a first-degree murder prosecution, the trial 
court must determine the preliminary question whether the evidence, in 
the light most favorable to the State, is sufficient to permit the jury to 
make a legitimate inference and finding that defendant, after premedita- 
tion and deliberation. formed a fixed purpose to kill and thereafter ac- 
complished the purpose. 


5. Homicide § 4— first-degree murder — premeditation and delibera- 
tion — length of time 


No fixed length of time is required for the mental processes of premedi- 
tation and deliberation constituting an element of the offense of murder 
in the first degree, and it is sufficient if these processes occur prior to, 
and not simultaneously with, the killing. 


6. Homicide § 18— premeditation and deliberation — proof by circum- 
stantial evidence 


Premeditation and deliberation are not usually susceptible of direct 
proof, and are therefore suspectible of proof by circumstances from which 
the facts sought to be proved may be inferred. 


7. Homicide § 18— premeditation and deliberation — proof — circum- 
stances 


In determining whether a killing was with premeditation and delibera- 
tion, the circumstances to be considered include: (1) want of provocation 
on the part of deceased; (2) the conduct of defendant before and after 
the killing; (8) threats and declarations of defendant before and dur- 
ing the course of the occurrence giving rise to the death of deceased; and 
(4) the dealing of lethal blows after deceased has been felled and ren- 
dered helpless. 


AprEAL by defendant from Hall, J.. May, 1968 Regular Session, 
RosBeson Superior Court. 

This criminal prosecution was based upon a Grand Jury indict- 
ment, proper in form, which charged the defendant, Mitchell Grant 
Walters, with the first degree murder of Horace Tillman Britt. The 
offense is alleged to have occurred on November 10, 1968. Upon ar- 
raignment, the defendant entered a plea of not guilty. 

At the trial, the State introduced evidence which disclosed the 
following: On and prior to Sunday, November 10, 1968, the de- 
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ceased, Horace Tillman Britt, owned and operated a filling station 
in the Town of Lumberton. Robert Britt, brother of the deceased, 
testified that the defendant, a Lumberton police officer, off duty, 
came to the filling station about 1:30 p.m. while Horace was out 
for lunch. ‘He came in at one-thirty and wanted to know if my 
brother was there, and asked if my brother was drinking. [ told 
him, no. I asked him why. He said my brother had been following 
his wife. I said, ‘I don’t believe it.’ He asked if Horace was drink- 
ing. I told him, No. . . . (H)e said the s.o.b. would be better off 
if he was.” 


About 2:30 in the afternoon, the defendant, by telephone, called 
Mrs. Beulah Watts Britt, wife of the deceased. She testified: ‘The 
‘phone rang. I said, ‘Hello.’ He said, ‘This is Mitchell’. He asked me 
if Horace was home. I said, No, he 1s not; might be at the station, 
and asked him if he had checked at the station. He said, ‘Yes, I 
have already been down there.’ He said, ‘Beulah, is Horace drink- 
ing today?’ I said, ‘No, Mitchell, Horace doesn’t drink; I said, 
‘Why?’ He said: ‘Barbara seems to think Horace has been following 
her down town and motioning like he wanted her to follow him off 
some place.’ Then he said he was tired of Horace and Robert squeal- 
ing tires up and down the street and something ought to be done 
about it. Robert is Horace’s brother. He said he didn’t lke Horace 
anyway; what he needed was a bullet, in the right place; he said he 
may well be the one to do it.” 


The State’s evidence further disclosed that Horace Britt was 40 
years old, was 510-11” tall and weighed more than 200 pounds. Mrs. 
Britt testified: “On the tenth of November, 1968, he was partially 
paralyzed in his right side. His leg and I would say his whole right 
side was affected by that paralysis. He had a lmitation or restric- 
tion of use of his right arm.” He had been injured in a motorcycle 
accident. The evidence disclosed that on the day of the shooting 
Horace Britt worked at the filling station. He went home for lunch 
and for supper in the early evening, then returned to the station. 


An eye witness, Melton Lowry, who was an employee of the de- 
ceased, testified: “I was there when Mr. Britt returned to the sta- 
tion about five o'clock. I saw Mr. Mitchell Walters at the service 
station after Mr. Britt returned. When Mr. Mitchell Walters came 
to the service station after Mr. Britt returned, Mr. Britt and I were 
both behind the counter. * * * When Mr. Britt and Mr. Walters 
were both at the cash register, Mr. Britt was behind the cash reg- 
ister and Mr. Walters in front of it; they were three or three and a 
half fect apart. At that time Mr. Walters was dressed in regular 
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civilian clothes and did not have on a coat. I heard a conversation 
between Mr. Britt and Mr. Walters. I can’t remember who spoke 
first. . . . They greeted each other as near as I can recall, and 
Mr. Walters was first to speak. As close as I remember he was talk- 
ing to Mr. Britt and said ‘What did you mean following my wife 
around?’ Mr. Britt said, I have not been following your wife around; 
have been to Fayetteville part of the day. Mr. Walters said, ‘You 
are lying. My wife said you have been following her around.’ . . 
Mr. Britt had to walk behind me to get to the end of the counter; 
as he was walking toward the end of the counter ... he said, 
‘You call me a har; anybody that calls me a liar,’ and was mumbling. 
When Mr. Britt started walking toward the end of the counter he 
moved up directly in front of me-— Mr. Walters did. He pulled a 
pair of handcuffs and put them up to his shoulder. At the time he 
held the handcuffs up to his shoulder Horace Britt did not have any 
kind of weapon in his hand that I saw. * * * When Mr. Walters 
pulled his handcuffs and held them up in that manner Mr. Britt 
moved back like this, spread out his right foot to pick up a tire 
tool. The tool was two yards from the southeast corner of the 
building. When Mr. Britt reached to pick up the tire tool Mr. 
Walters moved up to the end of the counter on the front side of the 
bread rack. At the end of the counter at the bread rack Mr. 
Walters was within hand reach to the front door. I saw Mr. Britt 
pick up the tire tool and he swung his right leg around, with a large 
swing, still in a stooped position, slightly stooped. * * * He had 
the tire tool in his right hand. When Mr. Britt picked up the tire 
tool and swung around all my attention was on Mr. Walters; and 
just as he turned around with the tire tool, I heard two shots back 
of me. When the first shot was fired Mr. Britt faltered, slumped over 
and then fell over on his side. Less than a second elapsed between 
the two shots. When Mr. Walters walked out to the end of the 
counter just as Mr. Britt was picking up the tire tool, Mr. Walters 
took a step and a half forward. .. . Mr. Walters was right in 
front of me. The step or more was in a forward direction and that 
is in the direction that Mr. Britt was picking up the tire tool. * * * 
At the time of the shooting there was no one between Mr. Walters 
and the front door. From the time Mr. Britt picked up the tire 
tool until after the shooting Mr. Walters was not more than an 
arm’s reach from the door. After the first shot was fired Mr. Britt 
did not move in anv direction other than falling; stopped and fell 
over. I saw where he fell.” 


The State introduced the testimony of a medical expert who 
stated he examined the body of the deceased at the hospital, found 
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a gunshot wound had passed through his right leg, and another en- 
tered between the 4th and 5th ribs near the heart and lodged under 
the skin below the hip bone. The last shot, in the opinion of the doc- 
tor, caused death. 


At the close of the State’s evidence, the defendant moved for a 
directed verdict of not guilty on the capital felony charged in the 
indictment. The motion was overruled. The defendant excepted. 


The defendant introduced the evidence of a witness who testi- 
fied she was entering the filling station at the time of the shooting. 
She testified that Horace Britt was moving toward the defendant; 
that two shots were fired but the deceased did not fall until after 
the second shot; that the witness saw a tire tool at or near the de- 
ceased after he fell. The defendant also introduced a number of wit- 
nesses who testified that Horace Britt had the reputation of being a 
violent and dangerous man. 


The defendant's wife, Mrs. Barbara Walters, testified: “When I 
passed the station the middle of the day on which he was killed I 
saw Horace pull out of the station as I went by. He waved and I 
waved back, usual greeting. . . . When I drove through town he 
stayed behind me. He was doing like this; he was moving his hand 
from the front over to the right. It was his left hand. He would blow 
the horn and would do this. I do not know what he was saying. I 
did not know if he was trying to take me off, but he had no business 
doing it. I did not see the purpose of keeping blowing the horn. 
* * * T came to the conclusion I didn’t know why he was doing 
that and I was frightened. . . . I turned to the left at Fifth 
Street and when I got to the stoplight, it was red. He stopped be- 
hind me and blew the horn for me to turn left. I turned left and 
when I got to Walnut and Sixth I do not remember stopping — the 
light was green. . . . He was still following and motioning left 
when I got to the jail. I thought that meant for me to turn. * * * 
When I got to Elm and Elizabethtown Road I do not remember 
stopping at that light; it must have been green. . . . I stopped at 
Pine and Elizabethtown Road and Eleventh Street and he stopped 
and blew his horn and motioned for me to turn left. I did not turn 
left there, but turned right. He turned left and went on down the 
street . . .” The defendant and the deceased lived within two 
blocks of each other. 


The defendant testified that when his wife returned from the 
drugstore with the paper, she was upset. “As to my wife’s condition, 
she was frightened. She did relate to me what had happened. . 

As a result of what she told me I went to the kitchen and made a 
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telephone call to Mrs. Beulah Britt, the wife of Horace Britt... . 
* * * When I called Mrs. Britt she answered the telephone. 
. I asked her if Horace was home. She said, No. I asked her 
if she knew where he was; she said, No. I then asked her if Horace 
was drinking. She said, not that she knew of, but he could be. She 
wanted to know why —I told her Horace had followed my wife, 
had blown the horn at her and made these gestures as he followed 
her; had my wife upset and afraid. * * * I told her I didn’t like 
what Horace had done. I told her that he and Robert did a lot of 
fast driving and spinning tires; that I had never indicted them for 
I didn’t want any trouble out of them, that they were neighbors. 
(S)he said she didn’t want us to have any trouble. I as- 
sured her there wouldn’t be any trouble, the worst thing that could 
happen between us, I might slap his face.” The witness denied mak- 
ing any threat or suggestion of shooting. The defendant admitted 
going to the filling station and having a conversation with Robert 
Britt about 1:30 p.m. “I told him that Horace had frightened my 
wife. . . . * * * JT did not make any statement about the brother 
of Robert Britt being an s.o.b. and there was no profane language 
in the conversation. . . .” 


The defendant testified that later on he drove by the service 
station, saw Horace Britt’s car and stopped. “When I went in he 
said, ‘Hello, Mitchell.’ I said, ‘Hello, Horace.’ He then asked what 
he could do for me. I asked Horace, ‘What do you mean by follow- 
ing my wife?’ He said, ‘I have not followed your wife.’ I said: ‘My 
wife says you have.’ He said, ‘Your wife is a damn liar.’ I said: ‘You 
are a damn liar.’ He then became very angry and rushed from be- 
hind a counter and as he walked rapidly, started trying to get a blue 
jacket off him. At that time I did not have anything in my hands, 
Horace was well over six feet tall. . . . (A)s he came around the 
counter and stood in front of the counter, facing me, I took hand- 
cuffs out and held them down by my side. I had the handcuffs and a 
weapon with me then—the weapon was in the right front pocket 
of my trousers. * * * When he put his jacket back across his 
shoulders he weaved around rapidly, took several steps toward the 
southeast corner of the service station. I was not doing anything at 
the time. * * * When he went rapidly toward the southeast 
corner of the station, it took him a split second or two to pick up the 
tire tool, a very short time. When he picked up the tire tool he 
wheeled back around and had it in his right hand, drawn back like 
this. I don’t know how far he was from me when he turned back 
toward me. I would have to guess. Approximately twelve or thirteen 
feet, I don’t know. After he turned back to me, he rushed very 
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rapidly toward me. * * * (A‘s he rushed rapidly toward me, I 
put my handcuffs up and took out my revolver. At that time I shouted, 
‘Horace, stop’ or ‘Horace, don’t,’ one of the two. When he continued 
to advance I had my revolver in my hand; I pointed my revolver to- 
ward his right thigh, right leg, and pulled the trigger. The gun did 
fire and Horace continued on toward me. I then raised by revolver 
higher and fired another shot. At the time I fired the first shot he 
still had the revolver [sic] drawn back in his right hand. At the 
time I fired the second shot it was still in his right hand lifted up. 
After the second shot Horace fell to the floor.” 

By way of explaining the possession of a pistol on Sunday, and 
while he was off duty, the defendant testified: “I did not take my 
weapon with me primarily because I was afraid of him. I took it 
for several reasons. I had not anticipated any trouble. I took my 
pistol because as a police officer, I was allowed and advised to carry 
a gun off duty. I did it also as a form of self protection and it had 
become a habit. It was customary for me to take the revolver with 
me when I left the premises and my house. I was a policeman off 
duty and felt if I should observe the commission of some felony or 
unlawful act, if in civilian clothes it was my duty to try to make an 
arrest or intervene to prevent possible injury. I discussed that with 
the Chief of Police, Mr. Lovette. I think he knew I was going to do 
it. I did not discuss directly with Mr. Lovette carrying my weapon 
while I was off duty. He is chief of police and was my immediate 
superior at the time. He has told me that I was allowed by law to 
take it when off duty and has told several more when I have been 
in the group when the chief said it. * * * I was permitted to 
carry a weapon when off duty and was instructed in school. That 
is part of the reason I carried a gun or pistol, that I was allowed by 
law to carry it. Plain clothes officers, deputy sheriffs and highway 
patrolmen also carry guns off duty. One reason I carried it was to 
be prepared in case of a felony that was committed in my presence. 
I was conscientious as a police officer.” 

A number of witnesses testifying for the defense said that Horace 
Britt had a bad reputation for violence and was considered dan- 
gerous. The Chief of Police of Lumberton testified that according to 
the rules of the police department, a policeman is on duty at all 
times, subject to call. When not on duty, the members of the force 
are permitted to carry their weapons. However, it is optional and 
not mandatory. 

In rebuttal, Mrs. Britt testified that the defendant, in his tele- 
phone conversation with her, stated he knew Horace had a gun and 
he had one, too. 
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The jury returned as its verdict “guilty of the charge of murder 
in the first degree, with recommendation of life imprisonment.” A 
poll of the jury verified the verdict. From the judgment of imprison- 
ment for life, the defendant appealed. 


Robert Morgan, Attorney General; Ralph Moody, Deputy At- 
torney General; Andrew A. Vanore, Jr., Staff Attorney; Burley B. 
Mitchell, Jr., Staff Attorney, for the State. 


Joe Hill Barrington; Nance, Collier, Singleton, Kirkman & Hern- 
don by James R. Nance, for the defendant. 


Hiacins, J. 


The tragedy described by the evidence may have had its incep- 
tion in the misconduct of the deceased in making improper advances 
to the defendant’s wife by following her automobile, blowing his 
horn, and making signs which she construed as an invitation for 
her “to follow him off some place”. On the other hand, Mrs. Walters 
may have misconstrued the conduct of the deceased. As she passed 
his filling station on her way home from the drugstore, the de- 
ceased left the stution and entered the street behind her as she 
drove by. She was on her way home. He probably was on his way 
home for lunch. They lived within two blocks of each other. His 
way home, and hers, would naturally be the same except for the last 
few blocks. That Mrs. Walters may have misconstrued the conduct 
of the deceased would not necessarily affect the defendant’s reaction 
to it. She was frightened and upset. Her conclusions were that the 
intentions of the deceased were improper. However, if his actions 
and intentions were misconstrued, his reaction would not be con- 
cilliatory when accused by the armed husband, and upon his de- 
nial, called a liar. The deceased’s side of the story must remain 
untold. 


[1] The defendant contends the court, in the trial, committed 
errors in the exclusion of evidence which were sufficiently pre]- 
udicial to entitle him to a new trial. By way of explaining his pos- 
session of the pistol on Sunday, and while he was out of uniform 
and off duty, he called the Chief of Police who testified that police 
officers were subject to call at all times and while off duty were 
permitted, but not required, to carry their arms. The defendant tes- 
tified it was his habit to carry his arms at all times. He undertook 
to testify as to the teachings of the Institute of Government with 
respect to the right of peace officers to be armed while off duty. The 
trial court excluded the evidence apparently on the ground it vio- 
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lated the hearsay rule. State v. Lassiter, 191 N.C. 210; State v. 
Reid, 178 N.C. 745. What the defendant understood to be the teach- 
ings of some unidentified instructor could add little, 1f anything, to 
the rules of the Lumberton Police Department, of which he was a 
member. The defendant had the benefit of the rule which permitted 
him to go armed when off duty, at his option. 


As to the right of the defendant to be armed, we may assume that 
Judge Hall instructed the jury fully and correctly. The court’s 
charge is not a part of the case on appeal. The defendant’s counsel 
omitted it from our view. At the time of the difficulty, the defendant 
did not claim to be acting as an officer, but as he said, “one citizen 
to another”. The exclusion of teachings at the Institute of Govern- 
ment cannot be held to be prejudicial error. The other assignments 
of error based on the admission or exclusion of evidence have been 
examined and have been found to be without merit. Likewise with- 
out merit is the objection the court permitted the State to offer 
rebuttal evidence after the defense had rested. 


[2, 3] The main thrust of the defendant’s objection to the trial is 
directed to the court’s action in submitting to the jury the issue of 
murder in the first degree. Specifically, the defendant contends the 
evidence was insufficient to show premeditation and deliberation and 
the court should have withdrawn the capital charge from the Jury. 
What is evidence is a question of law for the court. What the evi- 
dence proves or fails to prove is a question of fact for the Jury. The 
court decides competency; the jury decides weight. State v. Stephens, 
244 N.C. 380, 93 8.E. 2d 431, and many cases cited. 


[4, 5] In order properly to fulfill its duty, the trial court must 
determine the preliminary question whether the evidence, in its 
light most favorable to the State, is sufficient to permit the Jury to 
make a legitimate inference ard finding that the defendant, after 
premeditation and deliberation, formed a fixed purpose to kill and 
thereafter accomplished the puroose. ‘‘No fixed length of time is re- 
quired for the mental processes of premeditation and deliberation 
constituting an element of the offense of murder in the first degree, 
and it is sufficient if these processes occur prior to, and not simul- 
taneously with, the killing.” Strong’s N. C. Index, 2d Ed., Vol. 4, 
p. 196 (see Homicide, Murder in the First Degree, Premeditated 
and Deliberate). 


[6, 7] Premeditation and deliberation are not usually susceptible 
of direct proof, and are therefore susceptible of proof by circum- 
stances from which the facts sought to be proved may be inferred. 
State v. Watson, 222 N.C. 672, 24 S.E. 2d 540; State v. Evans, 198 
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N.C. 82. “Among the circumstances to be considered in determining 
whether a killing was with premeditation and deliberation are: 
Want of provocation on the part of deceased. State v. Matheson, 
225 N.C. 109, 111, 33 S.E. 2d 590; State v. Hammonds, 216 N.C. 67, 
75, 3 S.E. 2d 489; State v. Buffkin, 209 N.C. 117, 126, 183 S.E. 548. 
The conduct of defendant before and after the killing. State v. 
Lamm, 282 N.C. 402, 406, 61 S.E. 2d 188; State v. Chavis, 231 N.C. 
307, 311, 56 S.E. 2d 678; State v. Harris, 223 N.C. 697, 701, 28 S.E. 
2d 232. Threats and declarations of defendant before and during 
the course of the occurrence giving rise to the death of deceased. 
State v. Dockery, 238 N.C. 222, 224, 77 S.E. 2d 664; State v. Hud- 
son, 218 N.C. 219, 230, 10 S.E. 2d 730; State v. Hawkins, 214 N.C. 
326, 381, 199 S.E. 284; State v. Bowser, supra (214 N.C. 249, 199 
S.E. 31). The dealing of lethal blows after deceased has been felled 
and rendered helpless. State v. Artis, 227 N.C. 371, 373, 42 S.E. 2d 
409; State v. Taylor, 213 N.C. 521, 523, 196 S.E. 832.” State v. Faust, 
254 N.C. 101, 118 S.E. 2d 769. 


{2] The question of law before the trial judge and now before us 
on appeal is this: Was the evidence sufficient to permit a legitimate 
inference the defendant, after premeditation and deliberation, in- 
tentionally shot and killed Horace Britt? On this subject, Robert 
Britt testified that about 1:30 on the fatal day the defendant came 
to the filling station. “He said my brother had been following his 
wife. He asked if Horace was there and whether he was drinking. 
I told him no. He said the s.o.b. would be better off if he was.” 
Mrs. Britt testified that between 2:30 and 3:00 the defendant called 
her over the phone and asked her if Horace was there. On being 
told that he might be at the filling station, the defendant said he 
had already been there. The defendant stated “Barbara thinks 
Horace has been following her and motioning like he wanted her to 
follow him off some place”. He said he did not like Horace any- 
way; that what he needed was a bullet in the right place; that he 
may well be the one to do it. Later the same day, after 5:00, the de- 
fendant came to the filling station where the witness Lowry and 
the deceased were checking their accounts. The defendant provked 
an altercation first by language, then by threatened assault with a 
pair of handcuffs, whereupon the deceased reacted by picking up a 
tire tool. The defendant then shot him first in the leg and when he 
fell fired the fatal shot while he was down. The course of the bullet 
corroborates Lowry’s evidence. 


The defense, by its evidence, featured the size, as well as the 
violent and dangerous character of the deceased. The defendant, 
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on cross examination with respect to the threats, said he did not 
precisely say that he might get mad enough to slap Horace in the 
face. He said there would not be any trouble between them as the 
worst possible thing he could do was to slap his face. When an armed 
and angry man enters the place of business where the owner, a 
dangerous and violent man, is at work and calls him a liar, he may 
expect some unfavorable reaction. Does not the defendant’s atti- 
tude, together with his threats and efforts to come to grips with the 
deceased, permit a legitimate inference the defendant planned to 
provoke the deceased into some aggressive action and then shoot 
him down before he could defend himself? After the two shots were 
fired and Horace Britt was down, according to the witness Lowry, 
the first thing he remembers Walters saying was “It was self-de- 
fense”. Lowry testified, ‘““The first thing I remember, Mr. Walters 
said, it was self-defense, looked at me and said, ‘You saw it.’ I said, 
yes; you drew the handcuffs first.” 


The evidence makes out an aggravated case of murder in the 
second degree. There was enough evidence, however, of murder in 
the first degree to require the court to submit that issue to the jury 
and to sustain its verdict. The “self-defense” proclaimed by the de- 
fendant, while the smoking pistol was still in his hand, may have 
caused the jury to believe self-defense was a part of the plan from 
the beginning of the controversy. The evidence permits the infer- 
ence the defendant was the aggressor and advanced to the attack 
at all stages of the controversy. According to the evidence, the de- 
fendant, beginning before two o’clock, was seeking the confronta- 
tion until it culminated at five o’clock in the fata] shooting. 

The trial court concluded as a matter of law that the evidence 
of premeditation and deliberation was sufficient to take the case to 
the jury and to sustain the verdict. In the trial and judgment we 
find 

No error. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA vy. ARTHUR 8. GATLING anp CLARENCE 
B. BANKS 


No. 30 
(Filed 19 November 1969) 
1. Criminal Law § 66— _  in-court identification — previous identifica- 


tion at jail— right to counsel — totality of circumstances 


Where a robbery victim promptly recognized defendants and identified 
them as his assailants as they entered the county jail in custody of po- 
lice officers some four hours atter the robbery, defendants and the car 
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in which they were found when arrested fit descriptions the victim had 
previously given officers, defendants were wearing the same clothes they 
had worn during the robbery, the victim’s wallet was found in defendants’ 
car where he said he had hidden it, and a straight razor similar to the 
one used in the robbery was found in the pocket of one defendant, the 
trial court properly allowed the victim to testify as to the out-of-court 
identification and to make an in-court identification of defendants, not- 
withstanding defendants were not represented by counsel at the out-of- 
court identification, the decisions of Wade and Gilbert relating to police 
identification lineups being inapplicable, the identification at the jail not 
having taken place under circumstances “so unnecessarily suggestive 
and conducive to irreparable mistaken identification’ as to be a denial 
of due process, and the in-court identification being based on the victim's 
observation of defendants while their captive rather than on the harmless 
“eonfrontation” at the jail. 


2. Criminal Law § 168— _ instructions — contextual construction 


A charge will be construed contextually, and isolated portions will not 
be held prejudicial when the charge as a whole is correct. 


3. Criminal Law § 168— _ instructions — mere technical error 


Technical errors in the charge which are not substantial and which 
could not have affected the result will not be held prejudicial. 


4. Criminal Law § 168— instructions — harmless and prejudicial er- 
ror 


In this armed robbery prosecution, portion of the charge with respect to 
Daylight Saving and Eastern Standard Time is not prejudicial when con- 
sidered in context. 


AppeAL by defendants from decision of the Court of Appeals up- 
holding judgment of Burgwyn, E.J., at the 2 December 1968 Crim- 
inal Session, OnsLow County Superior Court. 


Defendants were tried upon a bill of indictment charging them 
with common-law robbery of Milton J. Russell, Jr., on 24 October 
1968. 


The State’s evidence tended to show that on 24 October 1968 
Milton J. Russell, Jr. (Russell), a member of the United States 
Coast Guard, was hitchhiking from Morehead City to Jacksonville 
to buy a car. He was picked up around 3:00-3:30 p.m. near the main 
gate of Camp Lejeune Marine Base by two colored men wearing 
marine utility clothes and driving an old model, white, two-door 
Pontiac. Russell sat in the rear seat and, replying to questions, told 
the men he was going to look at some cars. They let Russell out 
near his destination and he walked a short distance to Cars Incor- 
porated where he made a down payment on a car. The car dealer 
drove him back to a point near the main gate of the Marine Base 
and put him out around 4:15-4:30 p.m. About five minutes later 
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the same two men in the same car, but this time wearing civilian 
clothes, picked him up again. As they rode along the men asked 
Russell if he had any loose change as they needed some gas money. 
Russell got a quarter from his pocket and one of them took it. The 
ear turned off the Morehead City highway and took a road that led 
to a housing development. Russell asked to get out, saying he had to 
get back to his ship at Morehead City. The men stated they would 
let him out in a minute. Russell realized they did not intend to stop 
and that something was wrong. When circumstances permitted, he 
removed his wallet contaming $105.00 from his pocket and slipped 
it beneath the passenger side of the front seat. 


The car continued on a circuitous route and finally stopped in 
a secluded spot on a back road. Russell told the men he was scared. 
They replied that they needed money and wanted what he had. 
Russell said he had only loose change and held out 80¢ in his hand 
to show them. They took the 80¢ and threw it in the front seat area 
of the car. Then one of them pulled a straight razor from his pocket 
and they passed it back and forth while questioning Russell about 
his prejudices and about money. Russell pulled out his pockets and 
even took down his socks to show them he had no money. The driver 
demanded and took Russell’s Timex watch valued at $25.00. Then 
they struck him in the face and side and told him to get out of the 
ear. He left the car and ran into the woods with the driver chasing 
him. The driver then abandoned the chase, ran back to the car, and 
drove rapidly away. Russell ran toward the car to verify its make, 
year and model, if possible, and to check its color and get the li- 
cense number. It was a white car with a Virginia tag. He got only 
the first letters and digits of the license number before the car went 
out of sight. 


Russell started walking up the road and hailed a passing State 
Highway Patrol ear. Telling the patrolman he had been robbed, he 
related facts substantially as above set out. He had bruise marks 
on his face and was visibly upset. He gave the officer a description 
of the car and gave him “A-157” which was all of the license num- 
ber he was able to get. They rode around the area for a few minutes 
and the patrolman took Russell to the Sheriff’s Office at the jail 
where he told the Sheriff what had happened. He remained there 
until about 8:30 p.m. 


Later the same day an employee of the Merchant Patrol, who 
had received information of the robbery and a description of the 
car, called the Sheriff’s Office by radio and stated he had found a 
ear fitting the description. In response to that call, Kenneth Gray 
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Midgette and Arthur Marshburn, deputy sheriffs, went to the Van 
Nessa Club on Bell Fork Road. There they found a two-door 1961 
model Pontiac, white or beige with brown top, bearing Virginia li- 
cense A-157998. Defendant Gatling was seated under the wheel. 
Defendant Banks was beside him on the front seat. A Marine named 
J. F. Thompson was seated in the back seat and got out when the 
officers first arrived. He was not detained because defendants stated 
he had not been with them that day. Officer Midgette asked Gat- 
ling for his driver’s license and ascertained from it that the car 
was registered in Gatling’s name. He asked permission to search the 
car and Gatling replied, “Sure, go right ahead.’ The officer felt 
under the driver’s seat and found nothing. He then got in the back 
seat on his knees and on the right side underneath the front seat 
found a wallet containing $105.00 together with Russell’s Govern- 
ment driver’s license, a Government Motor Vehicle Identification 
card, and a picture of Russell’s girl friend. Officer Marshburn got 
defendant Banks out of the car on the other side, and the two de- 
fendants were thereupon informed that they were under arrest for 
armed robbery. 


Upon arrival at the jail, defendants were searched by officers 
who discovered a straight razor in Banks’ right rear pocket. Russell’s 
watch was not found at that time. In the presence of these officers, 
Russell looked at the car parked in front of the jail and positively 
identified it as the car in which he was riding at the time he was 
robbed. He also positively identified Gatling and Banks as the men 
who robbed him. It was then about 8:30 p.m. and three to four hours 
had elapsed since Russell watched them drive away following the 
robbery. Defendants were dressed in the same clothes they were 
wearing when Russell last saw them that afternoon. 


Defendants were driven from the Van Nessa Club to the jail in 
Officer Marshburn’s car. They were seated in the back seat. A search 
of defendants at the jail failed to reveal Russell’s watch. Two days 
later G. L. Maddox, a bondsman, found the watch in the back seat 
of Marshburn’s automobile and handed it to Officer Marshburn. 
Maddox picked the watch up off the floor. Several other people had 
been in the back seat during the two-day period. It was a Timex 
watch with a black face, and Russell identified it as the one he 
owned or one just like it. At the trial the watch, the wallet, and 
the straight razor were offered in evidence. 


Evidence for the defendants consisted of the testimony of Arthur 
Gatling, J. F. Thompson and Reginald McEchin. Gatling testified 
that he and Banks were members of the United States Marine 
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Corps. On 24 October 1968 he worked under the gunnery sergeant 
at the armory from 1:00 p.m. to 4:25 p.m. when he quit, got de- 
fendant Banks, and “started waiking to get a ride into town to get 
my car.” He had been storing his car in Jacksonville and not on 
the Marine Base because he didn’t have insurance. A sergeant picked 
them up and they arrived in Jacksonville “about five o’clock.” They 
got his car and returned to the Marine Base for “field day” at six 
o’clock. After field day, where he stayed until eight o’clock, defend- 
ants and Pfe. J. F. Thompson went to Van Nessa’s where defendants 
were arrested. 


Defendant Gatling further testified that he did not rob Russell 
and had never seen him, his watch, or his wallet prior to being ar- 
rested. He further swore that the officers searched his car without 
permission and, in that connection, said: “There wasn’t any wallet 
in my car. There couldn’t have been one there. I think that the offi- 
cer planted it there. He got the wrong persons, whoever he tried. 
The billfold was not in my car. Banks had the razor in his hip 
pocket. I had never seen the rezor before. It was a straight razor. 
He was supposed to get it sharpened for a friend. . . . I had the 
keys to my car that evening. I had not let anyone else have them. 
No one else would have been driving my car at 4:00 o’clock or 4:30. 
I don’t know about 3:00 o’elock. I was the only one who had the 
keys.”’ 


J. F. Thompson testified that he “had been with Gatling and 
Banks since we left field day around eight o’clock. We left the field 
day and went to a place behind the Van Nessa’s and stayed there 
a few minutes and then the officers came up.” He stated that he did 
not put the wallet under the seat. 


Reginald Mckchin testified that he was acting N.C.O. in charge 
of Headquarters Battalion on October 24; that Gatling was assigned 
to a working party along with several other persons and worked at 
the armory on that date from 1:00 to 4:00 p.m. “The armory is 
about six miles from the main gate. It would take from ten to fifteen 
minutes to get from the armory to the main gate. I don’t remember 
seeing Banks on this date. I remember Gatling working from one- 
four o’clock. I don’t know where he went when he left... . I 
don’t remember if we were on Daylight Saving Time at that time.” 


Defendant Banks did not testify. 


Officer Midgette, recalled in rebuttal, reiterated that he sought 
and was given permission by Gatling to search the car. He was cor- 
roborated in this respect by Officer Marshburn. 
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The jury returned a verdict of guilty and a prison sentence of 
six to ten years as to each defendant was imposed by the court. De- 
fendants appealed to the Court of Appeals where the conviction 
and sentence was upheld, 5 N.C. App. 536, 169 S.E. 2d 60. The case 
is now before us on appeal, defendants alleging involvement of a 
substantial constitutional question. 


John H. Harmon, Attorney for defendant appellants. 


Robert Morgan, Attorney General, and (Mrs.) Christine Y. 
Denson, Staff Attorney, for the State. 


HuskIns, J. 

[1] Within four hours after the victim was beaten and robbed, 
defendants were apprehended and brought to the county jail. The 
victim, already there, promptly recognized detendants and identi- 
fied them as his assailants. He so testified at the trial and over ob- 
jection made an in-court identification of the robbers. Defendants 
contend this violated their constitutional right under the Sixth and 
Fourteenth Amendments to the presence of counsel at such a “pre- 
trial confrontation.” Admission of this evidence is assigned as error, 
defendants relying on United States v. Wade, 388 U.S. 218, 18 L. 
ed 2d 1149, 87 S. Ct. 1926; Gilbert v. Califorma, 388 U.S. 2638, 18 
L. ed 2d 1178, 87 8. Ct. 1951; Stovall v. Denno, 388 U.S. 298, 18 L. 
ed 2d 1199, 87 S. Ct. 1967, and the decision of this Court in State v. 
Wright, 274 N.C. 84, 161 S.E. 2d 581. This requires an examination 
of the cases cited. 

In Wade the facts were that more than seven months after the 
robbery of a bank and sixteen days after Wade had been charged 
with the crime and counsel had been appointed to represent him, a 
lineup was arranged by the police and conducted without notice to 
Wade or his counsel. Two bank employees observed the lineup com- 
posed of the accused and five or six other persons in which all were 
required, like the robber, to wear strips of tape on their faces and to 
say the words allegedly uttered by the robber. The two employees 
identified Wade as the robber and later at the trial identified him in 
court. It was held that the out-of-court identification at the police 
lineup was a “critical” stage of pretrial proceedings and that the 
Sixth Amendment required the presence of counsel unless know- 
ingly and intelligently waived. The case was remanded for a voir 
dire hearing to determine whether the in-court identifications were 
based on other observations of Wade rather than on the hneup iden- 
tification and to determine whether, in any event, the introduction 
of the lineup identification constituted harmless error. 
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In Gilbert, an Alhambra savings and loan association office was 
robbed on 3 January 1964. On 26 March 1964 after Gilbert had 
been indicted and after counsel had been appointed to represent 
him, a lineup was conducted by the police in an auditorium used 
for that purpose. “Some ten to thirteen prisoners were placed on a 
lighted stage. The witnesses were assembled in a darkened portion 
of the room, facing the stage and separated from it by a screen. 
They could see the prisoners but could not be seen by them. State 
and federal officers were also present and one of them acted as 
‘moderator’ of the proceedings. . . . Either while the men were 
on the stage, or after they were taken from it, it is not clear which, 
the assembled witnesses were asked if there were any that they 
would like to see again, and told that if they had doubts, now was 
the time to resolve them. Several gave the numbers of men they 
wanted to see, including Gilbert's. While the other prisoners were no 
longer present, Gilbert and 2 or 3 others were again put through a 
similar procedure. Some of the witnesses asked that a particular 
prisoner say a particular phrase, or walk a particular way. After the 
lineup, the witnesses talked to each other; it is not clear that they 
did so during the lineup. They cid, however, in each other’s presence, 
call out the numbers of men they could identify.” Gilbert v. Cali- 
fornia, supra (888 U.S. 263, 270, footnote 2). 


Gilbert’s counsel was neither notified nor present at a lineup at- 
tended by approximately one hundred persons, purportedly eyewit- 
nesses to one of many robberies with which Gilbert was charged. In 
addition to identifying Gilbert in court at the trial, three witnesses 
testified that they had observed and identified him as the Alhambra 
robber at the auditori1um lineup. The Supreme Court of the United 
States held that such lineup procedures for identification purposes, 
conducted without notice to and in the absence of counsel, was a 
violation of Gilbert’s constitutional right to counsel under the Sixth 
and Fourtecnth Amendments and called into question the admiss- 
ibility of the in-court identifications of Gilbert by the three lhneup 
witnesses. The case was remanded for a determination of whether 
the in-court identification by the three lineup witnesses had an in- 
dependent origin or was tainted by the illegal lineup and therefore 
incompetent. 

In Stovall, about midnight on 23 August 1961 a doctor was mur- 
dered and his wife stabbed eleven times requiring major surgery to 
save her life. Two days later a Negro suspect was taken to her hos- 
pital room by five policemen and two members of the district at- 
torney’s staff. The suspect was afforded no time to consult or re- 
tain counsel. He was the only Negro in the room and was handcuffed 


632 IN THE SUPREME COURT [275 


STATE v. GATLING 





to one of the officers. At their direction he spoke a few words for 
voice identification. An officer asked her whether he “was the man” 
and she identified him from her hospital bed. At the trial she made 
an in-court identification and testified to her hospital room identifi- 
cation. Stovall was convicted and sentenced to death. After exhaust- 
ing state remedies he petitioned the United States District Court 
for the Southern District of New York for habeas corpus. His pe- 
tition was dismissed and the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Second 
Circuit affirmed (855 F. 2d 781). On certiorari the Supreme Court 
of the United States affirmed on the ground that the exclusionary 
rule enunciated in Wade and Gilbert was not retroactive and af- 
fected only confrontations conducted after 12 June 1967. Comment- 
ing upon pretrial confrontations the court said: “Wade and Gilbert 
fashion exclusionary rules to deter Jaw enforcement authorities from 
exhibiting an accused to witnesses before trial for identification pur- 
poses without notice to and in the absence of counsel.” Commenting 
further, the court said: “The practice of showing suspects singly to 
persons for the purpose of identification, and not as part of a lineup, 
has been widely condemned. However, a claimed violation of due 
process of law in the conduct of a confrontation depends on the to- 
tality of the circumstances surrounding it. a 


In State v. Wright, supra, the victim was assaulted on the night 
of 22 July 1967 and a lineup was conducted on 20 August 1967. Ai- 
ter being fully warned of his rights and with his oral consent and 
waiver of counsel, Wright was placed in a lineup of ten persons. 
The victim said she could not identify her assailant but would be 
able to do so if she could hear him talk and see him walk. Wright 
was thereupon taken to a small room, shown singly to the victim, 
and required to walk and talk in her presence. On the basis of this 
private confrontation, the victim identified Wright as her assailant. 
We held that the proceeding lost its character as a pretrial investi- 
gative procedure and became a critical stage requiring the presence 
of counsel. Such illegal out-of-court identification rendered her in- 
court identification incompetent unless it could be shown that it 
had an independent origin and did not result from the illegal out-of- 
court confrontation. 


[1] By comparison, in the case before us there was no lineup; nor 
were defendants “shown singly” for identification purposes. They 
were taken to the jail for incarceration —not for identification. 
Russell’s presence there was not prearranged by the officers. He had 
remained there of his own volition after reporting the robbery. He 
promptly, and without hesitation, identified defendants when they 
entered the room less than four hours after he had ridden and talked 
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with them. His memory was still fresh. Defendants were wearing the 
same clothes they wore when they robbed him. They fit the descrip- 
tion he had previously given the officers, as did Gatling’s car. Russell’s 
wallet was found in the car exactly where he said he had hidden it. 
He had been intimidated with a straight razor — Banks had a straight 
razor in his pocket. This is a far ery from the facts in Wade and 
Gilbert and certainly is not the type of confrontation for identifica- 
tion purposes which those cases were clesigned to deter. In our view 
Wade and Gilbert do not encompass and have no application to the 
facts in this case. Furthermore, considering the totality of circum- 
stances, we hold that the victim’s identification of defendants at the 
jail did not take place under circumstances “so unnecessarily sug- 
gestive and conducive to irreparable mistaken identification” as to 
be a denial of due process of law under the Fourteenth Amendment. 
The principles expounded in Stovall are therefore unavailable to 
these defendants. See State v. Rogers, 275 N.C. 411, 168 S.E. 2d 345, 
where cases illustrating the suggestive, unfair type of lineup offen- 
sive to due process are cited and discussed. 

It is dificult to imagine a set of facts and circumstances which 
would render the identification of an accused more definite and cer- 
tain than those in this case. It is perfectly apparent that Russell’s 
in-court identification was based on his observation of defendants 
while their captive rather than on the entirely harmless “confronta- 
tion” at the jail. This assignment of error is overruled. 


[2-4] Defendants’ remaining assignment of error relates to the 
charge with respect to Daylight Saving and Eastern Standard Time. 
When that portion of the charge is considered in context, however, 
we do not regard it as prejudicial. A charge will be construed con- 
textually, and isolated portions will not be held prejudicial when 
the charge as a whole is correct. State v. Cook, 263 N.C. 730, 140 
S.E. 2d 305; State v. Goldberg, 261 N.C. 181, 184 S.E. 2d 334; State 
v. Taft, 256 N.C. 441, 124 S.E. 2d 169. “The charge of the court 
must be read as a whole . . .,” State v. Wilson, 176 N.C. 751, 97 
S.E. 496; and if it presents the law fairly and clearly to the jury, 
the fact that some expressions, standing alone, might be considered 
erroneous will afford no ground for reversal. State v. Hall, 267 N.C. 
90, 147 S.E. 2d 548. Technical errors which are not substantial and 
which could not have affected the result will not be held prejudicial. 
State v. Norris, 242 N.C. 47, 86 S.E. 2d 916. It is not sufficient to 
show that a critical examination of the judge’s words, detached 
from the context and the incidents of the trial, are capable of an 
interpretation from which an expression of opinion may be inferred. 
State v. Jones, 67 N.C. 285. 
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Defendants were not prejudiced by the segregated portion of the 
charge to which they object. It had no prejudicial effect on the re- 
sult of the trial and was therefore harmless. State v. Perry, 281 N.C. 
467, 57 S.E. 2d 774. This assignment of error is overruled. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals upholding judgment of the 
trial court is 


Affirmed. 





MINNIE W. YATES v. JOSEPH B. BROWN anp Wrre LOUISE W. BROWN 
No. 7 
(Filed 19 November 1969) 


1. Contracts § 12; Bills and Notes § 16— action on note — indorse- 
ment — question of law or fact 


Where there was no dispute as to the contents or the genuineness of 
the writing on the back of a negotiable note, and no conflict in the evi- 
dence as to the circumstances under which it was signed, it was a ques- 
tion of law for the court whether the writing constituted a qualified or 
an unqualified indorsement, and submission of the question to the jury 
was erroneous. 


2. Bills and Notes § 9— action on indorsement — construction of doc- 
uments 


In an action by the indorsee of a negotiable note to recover from the 
indorsers upon an alleged contract of indorsement contained on the back 
of the note and in a contemporaneously executed document entitled ‘“As- 
signment and Transfer,” the writing on the back of the note and the “As- 
signment and Transfer” in the separate document must be construed to- 
gether in determining whether the defendants undertook a general or 
qualified indorsement. 


8. Bills and Notes 8§ 7, 9—- action on note — whether indorsement 
was qualified or unqualified 


The words “for valuable considerations, this note, together with the 
deed of trust securing it, is transferred and assigned to Y,” appearing on 
the back of a note and signed by defendants, when considered with a con- 
temporaneously executed instrument entitled “Assignment and Transfer” 
in which the defendants warranted to plaintiff that there were no prior 
liens on the property secured by the deed of trust, except for the first 
deed of trust, and that all of the stated indebtedness was outstanding 
except for payments to a savings and loan association, are held to con- 
stitute a qualified indorsement, the language of the entire contract and 
the circumstances surrounding the execution thereof being insufficient to 
support a finding that the defendants undertook the engagement of a 
general indorser to pay the plaintiff the amount of the note if it were 
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dishonored by nonpayment. Negotiable Instruments Law §§ 65, 66 {former 
G.S. 25-71, G.S. 25-72]. 


4. Contracts § 12— construction — consideration of entire contract 


In determining what is the contract between the parties thereto, the 
entire contract, proved by competent evidence, or admitted, must be taken 
into account. 


5. Bills and Notes § 7— indorsement —— proof of contract between in- 


dorsee and indorser 


Although any contract upon a negotiable instrument, including the con- 
tract of an indorser thereof, is a “courier without luggage” so as to pre- 
clude proof of a separate agreement inconsistent therewith, even though 
written, in a suit by a holder in due course, this does not preclude con- 
sideration of the entire agreement, proved by competent evidence or ad- 
mitted, in a suit between an indorsee and his indorser upon the alleged 
contract of indorsement. 


6. Contracts § 12— construction — contemporaneous instruments 


All contemporaneously executed written instruments between the parties, 
relating to the subject matter of the contract, are to be construed to- 
gether in determining what was undertaken. 


7. Bills and Notes $$ 7, 19— construction of indorsement — proof of 


surrounding circumstances 

In an action by the indorsee of a negotiable note to recover from the 
indorsers upon an alleged contract of indorsement contained on the back 
of the note and in a contemporaneously executed document entitled ‘As- 
signment and Transfer,” undisputed circumstances Surrounding the ex- 
ecution of the written documents may be considered by the court in con- 
struing the written contract. insofar as these circumstances cast light 
upon the intent of the parties as to the meaning of the written words. 


8. Bills and Notes § 9— action on general indorsement — amount of 


recovery 

The fact that the consideration paid by an indorsee for the transfer of 
notes was approximately 50 percent of the face value of the notes does 
not preclude the indorsee from recovering the full face value of one of 
the notes, where the indorsers undertock a contract of general indorse- 
ment. 


9. Bills and Notes §§ 9, 20—- indorsement prepared by plaintiff’s at- 


10. 


torney —~ presumptions — resolution of ambiguity 


Where the contract of indorsement of a negotiable note was prepared 
by plaintiff’s attorney, any ambiguity in the contract must be resolved, 
if reasonably possible, by construction favorable to the defendants; and 
the attorney must be assumed to have drafted the contract with the pro- 
visions of the Negotiable Instruments Law in mind. 


Bills and Notes § 7— functions of an indorsement 


An indorsement of a negotiable note has two independent aspects or 
functions: (1) it negotiates the paper. as contrasted with a mere assign- 
ment of it, so as to make the taker a “holder” and, if the other requisites 
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for such status are present, a “holder in due course;” (2) it is, itself, a 
contract separate and apart from the contract, or contracts, of prior 
parties so transferred to the new holder, 


11. Bills and Notes § 7; Uniform Commercial Code § 3—  indorse- 
ment — what law governs 


A contract of indorsement, signed and delivered prior to the adoption 
of the Uniform Commercial Code, is not affected by any changes made 
by the Code in the rules of the Negotiable Instruments Law, which the 
Code superseded on 30 June 1967. G.S. 25-10-101. 


On certiorari to the Court of Appeals to review its decision in 
4 N.C. App. 92. 


The plaintiff is the holder of a negotiable note made by one Lutz 
and wife payable to the order of the defendants. The makers having 
failed to pay the note when due, the plaintiff sues the defendants, 
contending that they are liable to her as general indorsers. The 
defendants admit that they transferred this note and the second 
deed of trust securing it, together with ten other notes and second 
deeds of trust, but they contend their undertaking was that of a 
qualified indorser and, therefore, they are not liable to the plain- 
tiff. The alleged indorsement upon the back of the note reads as 
follows: 


“For valuable considerations, this note, together with the 
deed of trust securing it, is transferred and assigned to Minnie 
W. Yates. This 18th day of October, 1963. 

Joseph B. Brown (Seal) 
Louise W. Brown (Seal).” 


It is not contended that there is any infirmity in the note or that 
the makers have any defense thereto. Conversely, the defendants 
do not deny that the note is due and is unpaid. The prior encum- 
brance on the security has been foreclosed. The sole question is as 
to the nature and extent of the undertaking of the defendants. 


The following facts are not in controversy and appear from the 
evidence offered by the plaintiff, or from admissions in her plead- 
ings: 

The entire transaction between the parties was handled for the 
plaintiff by her husband, an attorney in active practice. Mr. Brown 
approached Mr. Yates, stating that he had some notes which had 
several years to run and which he would like to sell at a discount 
and requesting Mr. Yates to endeavor to “sell them or handle them 
for him.” Mr. Yates examined the notes and the properties described 
in the deeds of trust securing them. He then advised Mr. Brown that 
Mrs. Yates would purchase the notes. 
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Mr. Yates then caused the above quoted statement to be typed 
upon the back of each of the notes and also drafted a separate in- 
strument, which is designated “ASSIGNMENT AND TRANSFER.” 
This separate instrument, after reciting that the plaintiff “has this 
day purchased said notes and deeds of trust” and that for “Ten 
Dollars and other valuable corsiderations the parties of the first 
part [the Browns| do hereby transfer, assign, and convey the notes 
and deeds of trust. hereinafter set forth,’ lists eleven notes and deeds 
of trust, including the note here in question, totaling $22,000 in face 
value, and provides: 


“And the parties of the first part do warrant that there are 
no liens and encumbrances against said property prior to the 
aforementioned deeds of trust, with the exception of a deed of 
trust to Randolph Savings and Loan Association on each of 
said tracts, and with the exception of 19638 County and Town, 
if any, taxes, and do warrant and agree that they will hold the 
party of the second part harmless in the event any liens of 
record should have become ahead of the aforementioned deeds 
of trust after the recording of the deeds of trust to the Ran- 
dolph Savings and Loan Association and prior to the record- 
ing of the aforementioned ceeds oi trust. 


“And the said parties cf the first part do further warrant 
that all of the indebtedness above set forth is outstanding with 
the exception of payments into the Randolph Savings and Loan 
Association on their account as shown on the Randolph Sav- 
ings and Loan deposit books as of 9:00 A.M., October 18, 1963, 
and do further warrant that the parties of the first part have 
personally received no payments on said notes and indebted- 
ness; that there are no counterclaims or set-offs against the 
parties of the first part and in favor of any of the owners of 
said property.” 


On 18 October 1963, the Browns went to Mr. Yates’ office and 
signed the previously prepared statements on the backs of the sev- 
eral notes and the above quoted separate document entitled ‘AS- 
SIGNMENT AND TRANSFER.” For the transfer of the eleven 
notes and deeds of trust the Browns were paid $12,010. Nothing has 
been paid on the Lutz note and there is now due thereon $2,050 with 
interest from 20 August 1963. Demand for payment thereof was 
made upon Mr. and Mrs. Brown but no payment has been made 
by them. 


Upon the conclusion of the plaintiff's evidence, the defendants 
moved for judgment of nonsuit, which was denied. The defendants 
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then introduced evidence which did not controvert any of the above 
stated facts appearing in the evidence offered by the plaintiff. At 
the conclusion of the defendants’ evidence, the motion for judgment 
of nonsuit was renewed and was again denied. 


The superior court sustained objections to questions propounded 
by the defendants to witnesses concerning oral statements by the 
defendants and Mr. Yates in the course of negotiations leading to 
the transfer of the notes and deeds of trust. 


The superior court submitted to the jury one issue: “What amount, 
if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover of the defendants?” The 
court instructed the jury at length concerning the negotiation and 
transfer of negotiable instruments and the different types of indorse- 
ments, leaving it to the jury to determine whether the alleged indorse- 
ment of the note in question was “unqualified.” The jury answered 
the issue: “$2,050 plus interest from August 20, 1963.” Judgment in 
accordance with the verdict was entered in favor of the plaintiff. 


The defendants appealed to the Court of Appeals, assigning as 
error the denial of their motion for judgment of nonsuit, various 
rulings of the superior court excluding evidence offered by the de- 
fendants, and numerous portions of the charge to the jury. The Court 
of Appeals found no error in these rulings. It held that the alleged 
indorsement of the note in question was “an unqualified indorsement”’ 
and there was no error in refusing to permit the defendants to intro- 
duce parol evidence to show a contemporaneous agreement to the 
contrary. 


Ottway Burton for defendant appellants. 
Coltrane and Gavin and H. Wade Yates for plaintiff appellee. 


LAKE, J. 


[1] It was error for the trial court to submit to the jury the ques- 
tion of whether the writing and signatures upon the back of the note 
in suit constituted a qualified or an unqualified indorsement. There 
being no dispute as to the content or the genuineness of the writing 
and no conflict in the admitted evidence as to the circumstances un- 
der which it was signed, the effect of it was a question of law for the 
court. Lowe v. Jackson, 268 N.C. 634, 140 S.E. 2d 1; Robbins v. 
Trading Post, 253 N.C. 474, 117 S.E. 2d 4388; Evans v. Rockingham 
Homes, Inc., 220 N.C. 258, 17 S.E. 2d 125; Dillard v. Mercantile 
Co., 190 N.C. 225, 129 S.E. 598; 11 Am. Jur. 2d, Bills and Notes, 
§ 61. 
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[2] It was also error for the trial court, in instructing the jury 
concerning the construction of the writing upon the back of the note, 
to disregard or ignore the effect thereupon of the undisputed, con- 
temporaneously executed, written instrument designated “Assign- 
ment and Transfer.” This document is not mentioned in the court's 
charge to the jury except in the court’s review of the evidence and 
of the contentions of the parties. The jury, having been erroneously 
saddled with the task of construing the writing upon the back of the 
note, was given no instruction as to the legal effect upon it of the 
separate but contemporaneously executed “Assignment and Transfer.” 
In effect, the jury was instructed to disregard it. 


By answering the issue submitted to it in favor of the plaintiff, 
the jury, necessarily, construed the writing and signature upon the 
back of the note as a general or unqualified indorsement. In affirm- 
ing the judgment rendered in the superior court upon this verdict, 
the Court of Appeals held, as a matter of law, that the defendants 
made a general or unqualified indorsement of the note. If this were 
the correct construction of the contract made by the defendants, the 
jury having reached the conclusion so compelled by the law, the 
above mentioned errors of the superior court would be harmless 
and would not justify disturbance of its judgment. We turn, there- 
fore, to the construction of the defendants’ contract, shown by the 
evidence of the plaintiff and by the admission in her pleadings con- 
cerning the separate instrument designated “Assignment and Trans- 
fer.” The latter document was not mentioned by the Court of Ap- 
peals except in a brief summary of the defendants’ pleading and 
evidence in the court’s statement of the facts. 


[3] We are not here concerned with the rights of a holder in due 
course of a negotiable note against a party thereto who asserts a de- 
fense good as against an intermediate party to the instrument. This 
is a suit upon an alleged contract of indorsement by the alleged in- 
dorsee against the alleged indorser. The sole question is, What was 
their contract? 


[4, 5] As between the immediate parties to it, the entire contract, 
proved by competent evidence, or admitted, must be taken into ac- 
count in answering this question. Robbins v. Trading Post, supra. 
Although any contract upon a negotiable instrument, including the 
contract of an indorser thereof, is a “courier without luggage” 
(Overton v. Tyler, 3 Pa. 346), so as to preclude proof of a separate 
agreement inconsistent therewith, even though written, in a suit by 
a holder in due course (Sykes v. Everett, 167 N.C. 600, 83 S.E. 585; 
Stansbury, North Carolina Evidence, 2d Ed, § 256), this does not 
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preclude consideration of the entire agreement, proved by competent 
evidence or admitted, in a suit between the immediate parties thereto; 
i.e., @ suit between an indorsee and his indorser upon the alleged con- 
tract of indorsement. 11 Am Jur 2d, Bills and Notes, 8 619. 


The Court of Appeals found no error in the rulings of the trial 
court sustaining objections to evidence offered by the defendants of 
oral statements made prior to, or contemporaneously with, the ex- 
ecution of the alleged indorsement and of the separate “Assignment 
and Transfer,” the purpose of the evidence being to show that the 
writing upon the back of the note was intended by the parties to be 
an indorsement “without recourse”; that is, a qualified indorsement. 
In Kindler v. Trust Co., 204 N.C. 198, 167 S.E. 811, it was held that 
one, who had indorsed a negotiable note in blank, could not intro- 
duce evidence of an oral agreement to the effect that the indorsee 
would rely solely upon the collateral securing the note and would 
under no circumstances call upon the indorser to pay it. There, the 
proposed oral evidence clearly contradicted the contract of indorse- 
ment. The court said: ‘The indorsement itself imports liability. 
When a contract is reduced to writing parol evidence will not be 
heard to contradict, vary, or add to the written instrument.” In the 
Kindler case, however, the court recognized that “in proper cases” 
it may be shown by parol evidence that payment was to be made out 
of a particular fund or that the obligation was to be discharged in 
a certain way. Obviously, the effect of such evidence is to “add to” 
the written instrument. In Sykes v. Everett, supra, in a suit by one 
not a holder in due course, an indorser was permitted to show by 
parol evidence a contemporaneous agreement that he would not be 
called upon to pay the note until certain collateral had been ex- 
hausted. See also Stansbury, North Carolina Evidence, 2d Ed, § 
256, for a discussion of the use of parol evidence to show the true 
contract between the immediate parties to a contract upon a nego- 
tiable instrument. 


In the present case, we need not determine the correctness of the 
rulings of the trial judge in sustaining objections to parol evidence 
offered by the defendants for the reason that the written agreement 
proved or admitted by the plaintiff, considered in its entirety and 
construed in the light of circumstances shown by the plaintiff’s own 
evidence, requires the conclusion that the defendants did not under- 
take the obligations of a general indorser. 

[2, 6] All contemporaneously executed written instruments be- 


tween the parties, relating to the subject matter of the contract, are 
to be construed together in determining what was undertaken. Combs 
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v. Combs, 273 N.C. 462, 160 S.E. 2d 308; Smith v. Smith, 249 N.C. 
669, 107 S.E. 2d 530. This 1s not varying the written contract. It is 
a construction of the written contract in its entirety. Thus, in the 
present case, the writing on the back of the note and the “Assign- 
ment and Transfer” in the separate document must be construed to- 
gether in determining what the defendants undertook or contracted. 
11 Am Jur 2d, Bills and Notes, 8§ 70 and 619; Restatement of the 
Law, Contracts, § 235(¢); Strong, North Carolina Index 2d, Con- 
tracts, § 13. 


(7, 8] Undisputed circumstances surrounding the execution of the 
written documents may be considered by the court in construing the 
written contract, insofar as these circumstances cast ght upon the 
intent of the parties as to the meaning of the written words. Chew 
v. Leonard, 228 N.C. 181, 44 S.E. 2d 869; Jones v. Casstevens, 222 
N.C. 411, 23 8.E. 2d 303. The plaintiff’s evidence shows that the con- 
sideration paid by her for the transfer of the entire lot of eleven 
notes and deeds of trust was approximately 50 per cent of the face 
value of the notes. Of course, this does not preclude the plaintiff 
from recovering the full face velue of the note here in question if 
the defendants did, in fact, make the contract of a general indorser 
(11 Am Jur 2d, Bills and Notes, § 346), but it is a relevant fact to 
be considered in the construction of the written undertaking. 


[9] It is undisputed that the entire written contract, both the state- 
ment upon the back of the note and the “Assignment and Transfer” 
upon the separate paper, was prepared by the plaintiff’s attorney. 
This has no bearing upon the matter except that, for this reason, 
any ambiguity in the contract raust be resolved, if reasonably pos- 
sible, by construction favorable to the defendants (Root v. Insurance 
Co., 272 N.C. 580, 158 S.E. 2d 829; Trust Co. v. Medford, 258 N.C. 
146, 128 S.E. 2d 141; Realty Co. v. Batson, 256 N.C. 298, 123 S.E. 
2d 744) and the draftsman, being an attorney familiar with the pro- 
visions of the Negotiable Instruments Law concerning the effect of 
the different types of indorsement, must be assumed to have draited 
this agreement with those provisions in mind. 


{3, 10] An indorsement of a negotiable note has two independent 
aspects or functions. First, it negotiates the paper, as contrasted with 
a mere assignment of it, so as to make the taker a “holder” (Nego- 
tiable Instruments Law, §$ 30 and 191, formerly G.S. 25-35 and 
G.S. 25-1) and, if the other requisites for such status are present, a 
“holder in due course.” Second, it is, itsclf, a contract separate and 
apart from the contract, or contracts, of prior parties so transferred 
to the new holder. Admittedly, the writing upon the back of the in- 
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strument in this case, signed by the defendants, was an indorsement 
by which the plaintiff became the “holder” of the instrument. Brit- 
ton, Bills and Notes 2d, § 58. This does not determine the scope of 
the contract between the defendant indorsers and the plaintiff in- 
dorsee for there 1s more than one kind of indorsement liability-wise. 
The question in this case is, Did the defendants undertake the “war- 
ranties”’ and the “engagement” of a general indorser or only the 
‘warranties’ of a qualified indorser? To determine this, we must 
look at their entire written agreement in the light of the circum- 
stances above mentioned. We may not limit our consideration to 
the words written upon the back of the note itself. 


[11] The contract of the defendants, having been signed and de- 
livered prior to the adoption of the Uniform Commercial Code, the 
present G.S. Chapter 25, is not affected by any changes which may 
have been made by that Act in the rules laid down in the Negotiable 
Instruments Law, which the Code superseded on 30 June 1967. GS. 
25-10-101. Under the Negotiable Instruments Law, a general in- 
dorser warrants: (1) The instrument is genuine and in all respects 
what it purports to be; (2) he has a good title to it; (8) all prior 
parties had capacity to contract; and (4) the instrument is valid 
and subsisting. In addition to these warranties, the general imdor- 
ser “engages” that the note will be paid when presented for payment 
and if it is dishonored by nonpayment and he is properly notified 
thereof, he will pay the amount of it to the holder. Negotiable In- 
struments Law, § 66, formerly G.S. 25-72. 


Under the Negotiable Instruments Law, a qualified indorser 
makes the first three of the above warranties, but, in lieu of num- 
ber 4, he warrants only that he knows of no fact which would im- 
pair the validity of the instrument or render it valueless, and he does 
not make the further “engagement”? made by the general indorser or 
any “engagement” in heu thereof. Negotiable Instruments Law, § 
65, formerly G.S. 25-71. 


[3] Here, there is no contention that there has been any breach 
by the defendants of any of the warranties of either a general or a 
qualified indorser. The plaintiff’s case rests upon an alleged breach of 
the “engagement” of the general indorser. The question is, Taking the 
entire written contract into consideration, in light of the above men- 
tioned circumstances surrounding its execution, did the defendants 
make that engagement? If so, there is no doubt about their breach of 
it, or about the amount recoverable therefor. The construction of that 
contract being a question of law for the court, either the plaintiff was 
entitled to a peremptory instruction that, if the Jury believed the evi- 
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dence, it would answer the issue which was submitted, “$2,050, with 
interest thereon from August 20, 1963,” or the defendants were entitled 
to a judgment of nonsuit or to a directed verdict in their favor. 

In Medlin v. Miles, 201 N.C. 683, 161 S.E. 207, apparently the 
most recent consideration of the matter by this Court, the words 
“For value received I hereby sell, transfer and assign all my right, 
title and interest to within note to J. C. Medlin,” appearing upon 
the back of a negotiable note ancl signed by the defendant, were held 
to constitute a qualified indorsement. To the same effect is a dictum 
by this Court in Evans v. Freeman, 142 N.C. 61, 54 S.E. 847. In the 
earlier case of Davidson v. Powell, 114 N.C. 575, 19 8.E. 601, the 
words “For value received I assign over the within note,” appearing 
upon the back of a negotiable note and signed by the defendant, 
were held to be a general indorsement in absence of proof by the in- 
dorser of a different agreement. Davidson v. Powell was not cited 
in either Medlin v. Miles or Evans v. Freeman. While the language 
of the indorsement in Medlin v. Miles and in Evans v. Freeman is 
somewhat more akin to the terminology customarily found in a 
quitclaim deed, these cases cannot be satisfactorily distinguished 
from Davidson v. Powell. Medlin v. Afiles being the later decision, 
it would control the decision in Davidson v. Powell to the extent of 
any inconsistency. As noted in Afedlin v. Miles, there is respectable 
authority in other jurisdictions for and against the view that an as- 
signment of the transferor’s right, title and interest, written upon the 
back of a negotiable note and signed by him, is a general indorse- 
ment. See: Britton, Bills and Notes, 2d Ed, § 58, pp. 139-140; 11 
Am Jur 2d, Bills and Notes, § 368; Annot., 44 A.L.R. 13538; 36 Mich. 
L. Rev. 4838; 10 N.C. L. Rev. 306. The majority view in other jJur- 
isdictions is contrary to the decision in Medlin v. Miles. 

It is not necessary in the present case to determine whether the 
statement appearing upon the back of the note in question and signed 
by the defendants, standing alone, would constitute a general in- 
dorsement as held by the Court of Appeals. A more extensive state- 
ment of the defendants’ contract with the plaintiff appears when the 
separate “Assignment and Transfer” is taken into account. The plain- 
tiff’s attorney drafted that document and the statement upon the 
back of the note. An experienced and competent attorney, 1t must be 
assumed that he did not require the defendants to sign an instru- 
ment which added to the words which he had written on the back 
of the note nothing of value to his client. If, by signing the statement 
upon the back of the note, the defendants were deemed to be under- 
taking the “engagement” of a general indorser to pay the note if 
the maker did not do so, the warranties which were incorporated in 
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the “Assignment and Transfer’ would be of no real consequence 
since the liability of the defendants would not be increased thereby. 
It seems obvious that, at the time this transaction was accomplished, 
the plaintifi’s attorney, and so the plaintiff, did not regard the sign- 
ing of the statement on the back of the note as a general indorse- 
ment. 

Taking into account: (1) The language used in drafting both 
parts of the contract; (2) the fact that the draftsman was the plain- 
tiff’s attorney; and (8) the substantial discount reflected in the pur- 
chase price of the eleven notes, it seems clear that the parties did 
not, at the time of the contract, contemplate that it was to, or did, 
include the above mentioned “engagement” of a general indorser. 
Consequently, the superior court should have granted the motion of 
the defendants for a judgment of nonsuit. The decision of the Court 
of Appeals and the judgment of the superior court are, therefore, 


Reversed. 





STATE v. WILLIE SWANN 
No. 26 


(Filed 19 November 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 75— _ applicability of Miranda —retrials begun af- 
ter 13 June 1966 
Where a defendant originally tried as to guilt or innocence prior to 18 
June 1966, the effective date of the Miranda decision, is granted a new 
trial on constitutional grounds or for error in other respects, the Miranda 
standards do not govern the admissibility of defendant’s confession in a 
retrial conducted subsequent to 18 June 1966. 


2. Criminal Law § 75— jury determination of competency to stand 
trial — trial as to guilt or innocence — retrials — applicability of 
Miranda 

The determination by a jury prior to 18 June 1966 that defendant was 
then unable to plead and stand trial did not constitute a “trial” as used 
in the decisions relating to the applicability of Miranda to confessions 
offered in trials and retrials begun after 138 June 1966. 


8. Criminal Law § 75— _ confession obtained prior to 18 June 1966 — 
trial held thereafter — applicability of Miranda 


The Miranda standards are applicable to a confession obtained prior 
to 18 June 1966 when offered at the original trial of a defendant com- 
menced after 18 June 1966 or any trial subsequent thereto, notwithstand- 
ing law enforcement officers complied with constitutional standards ap- 
plicable when the confession was obtained. 
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AppEAL from the Court of Appeals under G.S. 7A-30(1). 


Defendant was tried before Burgwyn, E.J., at January 27, 1969 
Criminal Session of Durham Superior Court on a bill of indict- 
ment, which was returned at July 8, 1968 Criminal Session, charg- 
ing that defendant, on May 20, 1964, murdered Bee James. Upon 
the jury’s verdict of guilty of murder in the second degree, the court 
pronounced judgment imposing « prison sentence of not less than 
twenty-five nor more than twenty-eight years. The Court of Appeals 
found ‘No error.” 5 N.C. App. 385, 168 S.E. 2d 429. 


The only evidence was that offered by the State. It included tes- 
timony of Deputy Sheriff T. C. Leary, which was admitted over 
defendant’s objections, as to incriminating statements made by de- 
fendant on May 22 and May 23, 1964, after his arrest and while in 
custody. 

The sole question is stated in the brief filed by defendant in this 
Court as follows: “Whether Miranda’s standards for determining 
the admissibility of in-custody statements apply in a case where 
the defendant is first arraigned and his guilt or innocence is pre- 
sented to a jury for the first time after June 13, 1966, the date oi 
that decision?” 


A chronicle of events between defendant’s arrest on May 22, 
1964, and his trial at January 27, 1969 Criminal Session is narrated 
below. 


A bill of indictment charging that defendant, on May 20, 1964, 
murdered Bee James, was returned at June 1964 Criminal Session. 
C. C. Malone, Jr., court-appointed counsel, first conferred with de- 
fendant in the Durham County Jail on June 2 or 8, 1964. On June 
18, 1964, the court, on motion of Mr. Malone, entered an order com- 
mitting defendant to Cherry Hospital for sixty days for observa- 
tion. G.S. 122-91. On September 1, 1964, at the request of the super- 
intendent, the court entered an order extending for sixty days the 
period for examination. 


On October 12, 1964, the court was advised that, in the opinion 
of the examining physicians, defendant was not able to stand trial. 
At October 15, 1964 Criminal Session, a jury was impaneled to pass 
upon the competency of defendant to stand trial. The court submit- 
ted this issue: “Is the Defendant insane and without sufficient 
mental capacity to undertake his defense or to receive sentence in 
this case?” After hearing evidence, the jury answered the issue, 
“Yes.” Thereupon, the court ordered that defendant be committed 
to Cherry Hospital for an indeterminate period. 
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Defendant was confined at Cherry Hospital from June 19, 1964, 
until October, 1966, at which time he was returned to Durham 
County as being competent to stand trial. G.S. 122-84 and 87. 


At December 1966 Criminal Session, defendant pleaded not guilty 
to said murder indictment returned at June 1964 Criminal Session 
and was tried thereon. A mistrial was ordered on account of the 
jury’s inability to agree on a verdict. 


At February 1967 Criminal Session, defendant was again tried 
on said murder indictment returned at June 1964 Criminal Session. 
Defendant was found guilty of murder in the second degree and 
judgment, imposing a prison sentence of not less than twenty-eight 
nor more than thirty years, was pronounced. Upon defendant’s ap- 
peal, this judgment was affirmed by the Supreme Court of North 
Carolina. State v. Swann, 272 N.C. 215, 158 S.E. 2d 80, decided De- 
cember 138, 1967. 


On March 15, 1968, defendant initiated post-conviction proceed- 
ings under G.S. 15-217 et seg. The court appointed Jerry L. Jarvis 
to represent defendant in said proceedings. At the June 3, 1968 Spe- 
cial Criminal Session of Durham Superior Court, J. William Cope- 
land, the Presiding Judge, entered the following judgment: “IT IS 
ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Judgment 
entered at the February, 1967 Criminal Session of the Durham 
County Superior Court in case No. 66-CrS-64 be, and the same is 
hereby, set aside; that the bill of indictment therein be, and the 
same is hereby, quashed; and that the commitment issued on Jan- 
uary 3, 1968, at the January 2, 1968 Criminal Session of the Dur- 
ham County Superior Court in that case be, and the same is hereby, 
withdrawn and declared to be void.” 


The quoted judgment was based on Judge Copeland’s conclusion 
of law that the facts as found established “a prima facie case of sys- 
tematic exclusion of Negroes because of race from service on the 
grand jury which returned the bill of indictment” against defendant 
at June 1964 Criminal Session, and that “the State had not over- 
come such prima facie case by a showing of competent evidence 
that the institution and management of the jury system in Dur- 
ham County, prior to January, 1968, was not in fact discriminatory.” 


In the proceedings and trials prior to said post-conviction pro- 
ceeding, defendant, represented by ©. C. Malone, Jr., had not chal- 
lenged the validity of the bill of indictment returned at June 1964 
Criminal Session by motion to quash or otherwise. 


Simultaneously with the entry of Judge Copeland’s said Judg- 
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ment, to wit, on June 14, 1968, defendant was arrested on a new 
warrant; and at July 8, 1968 Criminal Session, the grand jury re- 
turned a new bill of indictment. The warrant and bill of indictment 
charged that defendant, on May 20, 1964, murdered Bee James. 
The bill of indictment returned at June 1964 Criminal Session and 
that returned at July 8, 1968 Criminal Session contained identical 
provisions. 


Defendant was first tried on the bill of indictment returned at 
July 8, 1968 Criminal Session at the August 26, 1968 Criminal Ses- 
sion. A mistrial was ordered on account of the jury’s inability to 
agree on a verdict. In a second trial thereon, at December 5, 1968 
Criminal Session, the presiding Judge, under circumstances and for 
reasons not disclosed by the record before us, withdrew a juror and 
ordered a mistrial. The third trial thereon, at January 27, 1969 Crim- 
inal Session, resulted in the verdict and judgment directly involved 
in the present appeal. 


Attorney General Morgan and Staff Attorney Vanore for the 
State. 


Jerry L. Jarvis for defendant appellant. 


Bopsitt, C.J. 


Bee James, a colored male, aged 70, was killed in his rural 
home-store on Wednesday, May 20, 1964. Severe blows to his head 
caused immediate unconsciousness and death within a few minutes. 
When discovered, his lifeless body was lying on the porch. The body 
and building were partially burned by the perpetrator in an apparent 
effort to conceal the crime. 


The circumstantial evidence offered to identify defendant, a 
colored male, aged 26, as the person who killed James, was substan- 
tially the same as that offered when defendant was tried and con- 
victed before Carr, J., at February 1967 Criminal Session. This 
evidence was reviewed in detail by Parker, C.J., in State v. Swann, 
272 N.C. 215, 158 S.E. 2d 80. The basis of decision on this appeal 
renders unnecessary a review of this circumstantial evidence. 


No evidence as to statements made by defendant was admitted 
in the trial at February 1967 Criminal Session. The State’s case was 
submitted solely on circumstantial evidence. 


In the trial now under review, Leary was permitted to testify, 
over objections, as to incriminating statements made to him by de- 
fendant on Friday, May 22, 1964, and on Saturday, May 23, 1964. 
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These include statements by defendant that he had obtained hams. 
from James on Wednesday, May 20, 1964; that, following argument 
as to price, James ordered him to leave; that he picked up a piece 
of iron and struck James when he thought James was going to get 
a gun; that he poured oil on the mattress in the bedroom and tried 
to set fire to it; and that, when he left, James was lying on the 
porch. They also include statements as to the names and addresses 
of persons to whom he had sold hams during the afternoon of May 
20, 1964. The statements attributed to defendant in Leary’s testi- 
mony are fully and precisely corroborated by and are in accordance 
with the circumstantial evidence. 


The admissibility of Leary’s said testimony was the subject of 
a voir dire examination in the absence of the jury. After hearing the 
evidence, Judge Burgwyn found that defendant’s statements to Leary 
“were freely, voluntarily, knowingly, and intelligently made, with- 
out any threat, inducement, reward, or hope of reward to the de- 
fendant, and after he had been advised of his constitutional rights 
as they then existed with reference to any statement he might make 
being used against him.” 


[3] On appeal, defendant does not challenge the sufficiency of the 
evidence to support Judge Burgwyn’s findings or the sufficiency of 
the findings to establish that, before obtaining defendant’s confes- 
sion, the law enforcement officers had complied with and relied upon 
the constitutional standards declared and in force when the con- 
fession was made. He bases his appeal solely on the ground that 
Leary’s testimony as to defendant’s confession was inadmissible be- 
cause the warnings given defendant with reference to his constitu- 
tional rights fell short of certain of the requirements established and 
set forth in Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 486, 16 L. ed. 2d 694, 86 
S. Ct. 1602, 10 A.L.R. 3d 974, decided June 13, 1966. Specifically, 
defendant was not warned that he had a right to the presence of a 
retained or appointed attorney, if he so desired, prior to interrogation 
relating to the alleged crime. 


[1] The confession under consideration was on May 23, 1964, more 
than two years prior to the decision in Miranda. Clearly, if defend- 
ant had been tried on a plea of not guilty prior to June 18, 1966, the 
confession of May 23, 1964, would have been admissible. Johnson v. 
New Jersey, 384 U.S. 719, 16 L. ed. 2d 882, 86 S. Ct. 1772. If a new 
trial in such case had been ordered, on constitutional grounds or for 
error in other respects, the confession of May 23, 1964, would have 
been admissible in a retrial conducted subsequent to June 18, 1966. 
Jenkins v. Delaware, 395 U.S. 213, 23 L. ed. 2d 253, 89 S. Ct. 1677. 
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In State v. Lewis, 274 N.C. 488, 164 S.E. 2d 177, this Court, af- 
ter consideration in depth of the decisions and texts relating to the 
extent Wiranda was to be applied retroactively, reached this con- 
clusion: “In our view, Miranda should not and does not apply to 
confessions obtained prior to that decision, when offered at trials or 
retrials beginning thereafter, where law enforcement officers relied 
upon and complied with constitutional standards applicable at the 
time the confessions were made. We perceive a trend towards this 
conclusion in decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States 
‘discussed herein.” 


In the present case, the ruling of Judge Burgwyn and the deci- 
sion of the Court of Appeals are in accord with our decision in 
State v. Lewis, supra, 


When State v. Lewis, supra, was under consideration, decisions 
in other jurisdictions, based largely upon the stress placed upon par- 
ticular words and phrases in the opinion of Mr. Chief Justice War- 
ren in Johnson v. New Jersey, supra, were in sharp conflict. The 
greater number held that a defcndant’s in-custody confession was 
not admissible in the absence of full compliance with Miranda when 
offered in trials or retrials begun after June 18, 1966. We took the 
view, expressed later by Mr. Chief Justice Warren in Jenkins v. 
Delaware, supra, that the question whether evidence as to confes- 
sions prior to June 13, 1966, absent full compliance with the Miranda 
warnings, would be applicable in retrials after June 13, 1966, of 
cases originally tried prior to June 18, 1966, was not considered in 
Johnson. 


In Jenkins, Mr. Chief Justice Warren calls attention to the fact 
that in Stovall v. Denno, 388 U.S. 298, 18 L. ed. 2d 1199, 87 8. Ct. 
1967, and in Desist v. United States, 394 U.S. 244, 22 L. ed. 2d 248, 
89S. Ct. 1030, the Supreme Court of the United States had ‘selected 
the date on which the prohibited practice was engaged in, rather 
than the date the trial commenced, to determine the applicability 
of newly formulated constitutional standards. . . .” However, the 
opinion in Jenkins also states: “In Johnson, after considering the 
need to avoid unreasonably disrupting the administration of our 
criminal laws, we selected the commencement of trial as determina- 
tive. . . . (W)e could have adopted the approach we took in 
Stovall and Desist and made the point of initial reliance, the moment 
the defendant is interrogated, the operative event.” We perceive no 
sound reason for one rule in respect of the applicability of newly 
formulated constitutional standards relating to admissibility of evi- 
dence as to confessions and a different rule in respect of evidence re- 
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lating to lineups (Stovall) and to electronic eavesdropping without 
a warrant (Desist). 


It is also noted that the newly formulated constitutional stand- 
ards enunciated in Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 648, 6 L. ed. 2d 1081, 
81 8. Ct. 1684, 84 A.L.R. 2d 933, relating to the admissibility of 
evidence obtained by search and seizure, have been held applicable 
in all cases except those in which final judgment was entered prior 
to Mapp and the time for direct review of such final judgment by 
appeal or certiorary had expired. Mancusi v. DeForte, 392 U.S. 364, 
20 L. ed. 2d 1154, 88 8S. Ct. 2120. 


The primary reason stated in Jenkins for holding confession evi- 
dence admissible at a retrial subsequent to June 18, 1966, where the 
original trial was prior to June 138, 1966, was that the criminal in- 
vestigation, which relied upon the admissibility of the confession 
evidence, had been completed prior to the first trial. This reasoning 
applies equally to the present case. The criminal investigation was 
conducted and completed in May, 1964, more than two years before 
Miranda. 


The opinion in Jenkins does not relate definitely to the admiss-~- 
ibility at an original trial commenced after June 13, 1966, of a con- 
fession obtained prior to June 138, 1966, in compliance with the con- 
stitutional standards then declared and in force. Jenkins holds “that 
Miranda does not apply to any retrial of a defendant whose first 
trial commenced prior to June 18, 1966.” Were it not for Orozco, 
considered below, we would have reason to hope that the trend we 
perceived when State v. Lewis, supra, was decided, would not stop 
with Jenkins. 


We are confronted by the decision of the Supreme Court of the 
United States in Orozco v. Texas, 394 U.S. 324, 22 L. ed. 2d 311, 89 
S. Ct. 1095. Although Orozco was decided (March 25, 1969) before 
Jenkins, (June 2, 1969), the opinion of Mr. Chief Justice Warren 
in Jenkins makes no reference to Orozco. In a footnote to his dis- 
senting opinion in Jenkins, Mr. Justice Harlan refers to his concur- 
ring opinion in Orozco. 


In Orozco, the Court of Criminal Appeals of Texas upheld the 
conviction and judgment of imprisonment for murder with malice. 
Orozco v. State, 428 S.W. 2d 666. The Texas court held Miranda did 
not apply because the evidence as to statements made by the defend- 
ant was not obtained as the result of custodial interrogation. Both 
the majority opinion of Woodley, P.J., and the dissenting opinion 
of Morrison, J., assume Miranda would control if the evidence as to 
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the officer’s inquiries and the defendant’s responses were to be con- 
sidered within the ambit of the Miranda ruling. In the Supreme 
Court of the United States, it was held that the evidence under con- 
sideration was within the scope of the Miranda decision. 


The confession evidence involved in Orozco was obtained Jan- 
uary 5, 1966. Orozco was tried in the Criminal District Court of 
Dallas County, Texas, after June 18, 1966. Without discussion, the 
opinion of Mr. Justice Black refers in a footnote to Johnson v. New 
Jersey, supra, and states that Orozco’s trial was held “after the ef- 
fective date’ of Miranda. Orozco applies Miranda to a confession 
obtained before June 18, 1966, when offered at a first trial after 
June 13, 1966. 


{2] We cannot accept the view on which the Court of Appeals 
based its decision, namely, that the determination by the jury at 
October 15, 1964 Criminal Session that defendant was then unable 
to plead and stand trial, constituted a trial in the sense used in the 
Johnson and Jenkins cases. 


{3] Orozco compels us to hold the testimony of Leary as to state- 
ments made by defendant on May 22 and 23, 1964, was not admiss- 
ible in the first trial of defendant as to guilt or innocence, which 
was at August 26, 1968 Criminal Session, or in any trial subsequent 
thereto, including the trial to which this appeal relates, to wit, the 
trial at January 27, 1969 Criminal Session. 


For the reason stated, the verdict and judgment entered in the 
superior court at January 27, 1969 Criminal Session are vacated; the 
decision of the Court of Appeals is reversed; and the cause is re- 
manded for the entry of an order remanding the case to the superior 
court for a new trial. 


Reversed and remanded. 


STATE v. MARGARET RUTH HORTON 
No. 22 


(Filed 19 November 1969) 


1. Conspiracy § 38— criminal conspiracy defined 
A criminal conspiracy is the unlawful concurrence of two or more per- 
sons in a wicked scheme, that is, the combination or agreement to do an 
unlawful thing or to do a lawful thing in an unlawful way by unlawful 
means, 
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9. 


Conspiracy § 8— overt act — withdrawal of conspirator 

Since the commission of an overt act is not an element of criminal con- 
spiracy in this jurisdiction, an attempted withdrawal by one of the con- 
spirators prior to an overt act in furtherance of the agreement will not 
prevent a verdict of guilty of conspiracy. 


Conspiracy § 8— accomplishment of purpose — necessity 
It is not necessary that the purpose of the conspiracy be accomplished 
in order for a verdict of guilty to stand. 


Conspiracy § 3— union of wills — pretended acquiescence 

There can be no conspiracy unless there is a union of wills; and if one 
person feigns acquiescence in a proposal of another to pursue an unlawful 
enterprise, there is no conspiracy. 


Conspiracy § 8— _ conspiracy with self 
One person cannot conspire with himself. 


Conspiracy § 3——- conspiracy of three or more— union of purpose 
between two 

If three or more persons conspire to commit a crime, the fact that there 
is a union of purpose between only two will not bar a prosecution and 
conviction of the two. 


Conspiracy § 6— __ sufficiency of evidence — unsupported testimony 
of co-conspirator 

The unsupported testimony of a co-conspirator is sufficient to sustain a 
verdict, although the jury should receive and act upon such testimony 
with caution. 


Conspiracy § 6— criminal conspiracy to murder husband of defend- 
ant — conflicting evidence of State — intent of co-conspirator 


In a prosecution charging that femme defendant unlawfully conspired 
with two other persons to murder her husband, defendant’s motions for 
judgment as of nonsuit were properly denied, notwithstanding that the 
co-conspirators, who were witnesses for the State, testified on cross-exami- 
nation that they never intended to kill defendant’s husband but intended only 
to trick defendant into giving them money, where the State’s evidence was. 
also to the effect that defendant asked one co-conspirator to procure someone 
to kill her husband, that the co-conspirator, with defendant’s knowledge, 
purchased a quantity of bullets for his .88 pistol, that defendant and the 
co-conspirator went to an airport to meet the other co-conspirator who 
pretended to have arrived from New York, that defendant directed the 
co-conspirators to a farmhouse to which her husband went almost every 
day, that defendant furnished the co-conspirators with a description and 
some pictures of her husband, and that the co-conspirators accepted $2550 
in cash from defendant, one co-conspirator testifying that he “received 
the money for doing just what we were talking about, to kill him.” 


Criminal Law § 90— impeachment of own witness 
A party cannot introduce testimony to impeach or discredit the char- 
acter of his witness. 
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10. Criminal Law § 106— defense established by State’s evidence — 
nonsuit 


When a complete defense is established by the State’s evidence in a 
criminal action, a defendant may avail himself of such defense by a mo- 
tion for judgment as of nonsuit. 


11. Criminal Law § 90— testimony by State’s witness as to exculpatory 
facts 
If the witness for the State testifies to facts against the State’s conten- 
tions, the State is not precluded from showing the facts to be other than 
as testified to by the witness. 


12. Criminal Law § 106—  nonsuit — where State’s evidence is both ex- 
culpatory and inculpatory 


When the substantive evidence offered by the State is conflicting — 
some tending to inculpate and some tending to exculpate the defendant 
—it is sufficient to overrule a motion for judgment as of nonsuit. 


13. Criminal Law § 106— _ conflict in testimony of the State-— role of 
jury 
Where the State vouched that its witnesses were worthy of belief as to 
all of their testimony, and there was conflict in the testimony, it was for 
the jury, as the trier of the facts, to believe all the testimony or to be- 
lieve a part and reject a part, ov to reject it all. 


14. Conspiracy § 6— _ sufficiency of evidence — circumstantial evidence 


A criminal conspiracy may be established by circumstantial evidence 
from which the conspiracy may be legitimately inferred. 


On certiorari to the North Carolina Court of Appeals to review 
its decision in 5 N.C. App. 141. 


Defendant, Margaret Ruth Horton, was indicted by an Iredell 
County Grand Jury on the charge that she feloniously conspired 
with Robert Lee James and Carl Ruben Deal to murder one Lee 
Roy Horton, her now deceased husband. Defendant was tried at the 
October 1968 Criminal Session of Iredell. The jury returned a ver- 
dict of guilty as charged, and from judgment rendered on the ver- 
dict she appealed to the North Carolina Court of Appeals. The 
Court of Appeals found no error in the trial below. Defendant filed 
a petition for writ of certiorari to the North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals to review its decision pursuant to G.S. 7A-31(c) (3) and GS. 
7A-30(1). The petition was allowed by order dated 11 July 1969. 


The State’s evidence is summarized as follows: 


Robert Lee James testified that in the latter part of April, 1967, 
by prearrangement, he and defendant met on the “Charlotte High- 
way” and drove from there to a farmhouse which belonged to de- 
fendant. There they discussed certain difficulties defendant was al- 
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legedly having with her husband and arranged another meeting for 
the following night. The next day James met defendant at the res- 
taurant where she worked and they talked. They met again that 
evening and discussed the possibility of hiring someone for the pur- 
pose of having something done to defendant’s husband. During their 
discussion James asked defendant, ‘What do you want to get done 
to him? Do you want to get him beat up or roughed up or what do 
you want? She said, ‘I want a little more than that.’ I said, I don’t 
know, I might know a man who might could do something like that 
for you. She said, ‘What do you think it would cost me?’” James 
told her he didn’t know how much it would cost but that he knew 
a man in New York who might do it. He asked defendant if she 
wanted him to contact the man and she answered in the affirmative. 
Pretending to telephone New York, James placed a call to Taylors- 
ville, North Carolina, from a service station telephone, and spoke 
to Carl Deal about the matter in defendant’s presence. Deal said 
he was interested but couldn’t meet James for a couple of days. 


The following day James telephoned defendant and told her that 
the man would be coming into the Charlotte Airport that Wednes- 
day night and that the man was in New York City. On Wednesday 
James and defendant met on the “Charlotte Highway.” James told 
defendant that his friend had instructed him to buy a quantity of 
88 bullets, so they stopped at a hardware store in Charlotte for 
that purpose, then drove to the airport. Deal did not appear as ar- 
ranged; therefore, James had himself paged over the public-address 
system so that defendant could hear, went back to the car and told 
her that the man would be there the following night. On the follow- 
ing night they returned to the Charlotte Airport. Defendant and 
James waited “out front” until it was announced that the flight from 
New York had arrived. James met Deal inside the terminal build- 
ing and gave him a .388 pistol. He told Deal “everything was set,” 
bought Deal a pair of sunglasses, which Deal put on, and together 
they walked back to the car where defendant was waiting. James 
introduced Deal to defendant as Joe Fratt. Thereafter the parties 
agreed on a price of $5,000 for Deals’ and James’ services. 


The trio drove from the Charlotte Airport to defendant’s farm- 
house. During the drive James handed Deal the bullets and Deal 
loaded the pistol in full view of defendant. After they arrived at the 
farmhouse they went into an upstairs room. Defendant told James 
and Deal that her husband came to the farmhouse almost every day 
and that the windows in the upstairs room would provide a view of 
the road approaching the farmhouse. She told the men that her hus- 
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band would arrive in a pickup truck and described him to them. She 
also gave James some pictures of her husband. 


Defendant paid Deal $1250 and arranged to meet James again 
the following night. The men were supposed to stay at the farm- 
house to await Lee Roy Horton’s arrival the following morning. In- 
stead of waiting at the farmhouse, James testified that he drove Deal 
back to Taylorsville; that the next morning they met, divided the 
$1250, and went back to the farmhouse. They then proceeded to a 
rendezvous with defendant behind a furniture factory in Statesville 
where she paid Deal another $1300. 


James said that he and Deal then returned to the farmhouse, 
placed cigarette butts around the upstairs window area, and left. 
He telephoned defendant the next day, reported that her husband 
had not appeared at the farmhouse, but said that he and Deal (Fratt) 
could be at the farmhouse the following night. James later tele- 
phoned defendant and told her that Deal had to leave town but 
would be back in a few days to “do what he was supposed to do.” 
James then called Deal, told him to call defendant, represent himself 
as a “trusty” at the Wake County jail, and tell her that he was 
calling for Joe Fratt who was being held for carrying a concealed 
weapon. Deal was then to instruct defendant to contact James and 
to come to Raleigh to obtain Deal’s release on bond. 


James again met with defendant at the farmhouse, where she 
accused him and Deal of cheating her of $2500 and demanded her 
money back. James said he was through with the whole affair, and 
when defendant reached into a large purse, he pulled a gun on her 
and warned her to end it right there or he would tell her husband 
what she was trying to do. 


James testified that when he called Deal on the day after the 
call made originally in defendant’s presence, he told Deal, “I told 
him that there was a woman here in Statesville — a woman here in 
Statesville that wanted to get her husband killed.” 


On cross-examination James denied ever having had an intent 
to kill Mr. Horton, and said that Deal had declared he would never 
kill anyone. He said they were merely making false representations 
to Mrs. Horton in order to obtain money from her. He stated, how- 
ever, that he received the money to kill Mr. Horton. 

Arthur 8. Beckham, Jr., testified as to threats that he had heard 
defendant make against her husband. 


Carl Deal testified concerning his initial contact with Robert. 
James, as follows: 
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“He called me on the phone and asked me when I would be at 
home, and I told him, so he come to my house. He said he 
knowed an old gal in Statesville that we could get a little piece 
of money off of, and said that she wanted to get something done 
to her husband, and he said that she wanted to go further than 
roughing him up, and I said that I wouldn’t do nothing like 
that.” 


He substantiated the testimony of Robert James as to the events 
which took place concerning the meetings with defendant and cor- 
roborated James’ testimony that the men had only intended to trick 
her into giving them money. 

Several months later, after a bombing occurred in Statesville, 
James told police officers about his and Deal’s transactions with de- 
fendant. 


Defendant offered no evidence. 


Attorney General Morgan, Deputy Attorney General Bullock, 
and Deputy Attorney General McGalliard for the State. 


F. Lee Bailey (Boston Massachusetts) and Gardner & Wilson 
(By: Rossie G. Gardner and Jerry C. Wilson) for defendant. 


BRANCH, J. 


Defendant assigns as error the denial of her motions for judg- 
ment as of nonsuit and contends that she was denied due process 
and equal protection of the laws when the Court of Appeals failed 
to apply the rule that the State is bound by its uncontradicted evi- 
dence. 


[1] In State v. Gallimore, 272 N.C. 528, 158 S.E. 2d 505, this 
Court defined a conspiracy as follows: 


“*A conspiracy is the unlawful concurrence of two or more 
persons in a wicked scheme —the combination or agreement to 
do an unlawful thing or to do a lawful thing in an unlawful way 
by unlawful means. (Citing many cases)’ State v. Goldberg, 
261 N.C. 181, 184 8.E. 2d 334; State v. McCullough, 244 N.C. 
11, 92 S.E. 2d 389. A conspiracy to commit a felony is a felony. 
State v. Brewer, 258 N.C. 538, 129 8.E. 2d 262; State v. Aber- 
nethy, 220 N.C. 226, 17 S.E. 2d 25. The crime is complete when 
the agreement is made. State v. Davenport, 227 N.C. 475, 42 
S.E. 2d 686; State v. Whiteside, 204 N.C. 710, 169 S.E. 711; 
State v. Knotts, 168 N.C. 173, 83 S.E. 972. Many jurisdictions 
follow the rule that one overt act must be committed before the 
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conspiracy becomes criminal. Our rule does not require an overt 
act.” 


[2-7] Since our rule does not require an overt act, an attempted 
withdrawal by one of the conspirators before an overt act in further- 
ance of the agreement will not prevent a verdict of guilty of con- 
spiracy. 16 Am. Jur, 2d, Conspiracy, Sec. 29, at 142. Nor is it neces- 
sary for the purpose of the conspiracy to be accomplished in order 
for a verdict of guilty to stand. Goldman v. United States, 245 USS. 
474, 62 L. ed. 410. There can be no conspiracy unless there is a union 
of wills, and if only one person feigns acquiescence in a proposal of 
another to pursue an unlawful enterprise, there is no conspiracy. 
One person cannot conspire with himself. State v. Tom, 13 N.C. 569; 
15A C.J.8., Conspiracy, § 37, p. 730. However, 1 three or more con- 
spire to commit a crime, the fact that there is a union of purpose 
between only two will not bar a prosecution and conviction of the 
two. 15A C.J.S., Conspiracy, § 37, p. 731. The unsupported testi- 
mony of a co-conspirator is sufficient to sustain a verdict, although 
the jury should receive and act upon such testimony with caution. 
State v. Tilley, 239 N.C. 245, 79 S.E. 2d 478. 


The rule relating to sufficiency of evidence to carry a case to the 
jury is concisely stated in the case of State v. Stephens, 244 N.C. 
380, 938 S.E. 2d 481. We quote therefrom: 


“<Tf there be any evidence tending to prove the fact in issue 
or which reasonably conduces to its conclusion as a fairly log- 
ical and legitimate deduction, and not merely such as raises a 
suspicion or conjecture in regard to it, the case should be sub- 
mitted to the jury.’ The above is another way of saying there 
must be substantial evidence of all material elements of the 
offense to withstand the motion to dismiss. It is immaterial 
whether the substantial evidence is circumstantial or direct, or 
both. To hold that the court must grant a motion to dismiss 
unless, in the opinion of the ceurt, the evidence excludes every 
reasonable hypothesis of innocence would in effect constitute 
the presiding judge the trier of the facts. Substantial evidence 
of guilt is required before the court can send the case to the 
jury. Proof of guilt beyond a reasonable doubt 1s required be- 
fore the jury can convict. What is substantial evidence 1s a ques- 
tion of law for the court. What that evidence proves or fails to 
prove is a question of fact for the Jury. S. v. Simpson, ante, 325; 
S. v. Duncan, ante, 374; S. v. Simmons, supra; S. v. Grainger, 
238 N.C. 739, 78 S.E. 2d 769; S. v. Fulk, 232 N.C. 118, 59 S.E. 
2d 617; S. v. Frye, 229 N.C. 581, 50 S8.K. 2d 895; S. v. Strick- 
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land, 229 N.C. 201, 49 S.E. 2d 469; S. v. Minton, 228 N.C. 518, 
46 S.E. 2d 296; S. v. Coffey, 228 N.C. 119, 44 S.E. 2d 886; S. v. 
Harvey, 228 N.C. 62, 44 S.E. 2d 472; S. v. Ewing, 227 N.C. 535, 
42 S.E. 2d 676; S. v. Stwwinter, 211 N.C. 278, 189 S.E. 868; S. 
v. Johnson, supra.” 


[8] In the instant case the decision must stand or fall upon the 
testimony of two alleged co-conspirators who, in the course of their 
testimony when offered as State’s witnesses, testified as to the cir- 
cumstances surrounding the alleged conspiracy, and in their further 
testimony stated that they never intended to harm defendant’s hus- 
band. Defendant contends that the State, offering them as its wit- 
nesses and worthy of belief, has made out a complete defense en- 
titling defendant to nonsuit. The State, on the other hand, contends 
that the testimony of the alleged co-conspirators shows such circum- 
stances and conduct as to carry the question of defendant’s guilt to 
the jury. 


[9-12] It is well established in this jurisdiction that a party can- 
not introduce testimony to impeach or discredit the character of his 
witness, and when in a criminal action a complete defense is estab- 
lished by the State’s evidence, a defendant may avail himself of 
such defense by a motion for judgment as of nonsuit. Yet, if the wit- 
ness testifies to facts against the State’s contentions, the State is not 
precluded from showing the facts to be other than as testified to by 
the witness. State v. Jarrell, 233 N.C. 741, 65 S.E. 2d 304; State v. 
Todd, 222 N.C. 346, 23 S.E. 2d 47; State v. Cohoon, 206 N.C. 388, 
174 S.E. 91; Smith v. R. #., 147 N.C. 608, 61 S.E. 575. It is equally 
well established that when the substantive evidence offered by the 
State is conflicting — some tending to inculpate and some tending to 
exculpate the defendant —it is sufficient to overrule a motion for 
judgment as of nonsuit. State v. Mitchum, 258 N.C. 387, 128 S.E. 2d 
665; State v. Bass, 255 N.C. 42, 120 S.E. 2d 580; State v. Mangum, 
245 N.C. 328, 96 S.E. 2d 39; State v. Tolbert, 240 N.C. 445, 82 S.E. 
2d 201. 


[13] It must be borne in mind that the State offered no evidence 
to impeach the testimony of its witnesses except for questions as to 
the past record of the witness James, which were asked and answered 
without objection. The State vouched that witnesses were worthy of 
belief as to all of their testimony, and where there was conflict in 
the testimony, it was for the jury to believe all the testimony or to 
believe a part and reject a part, or to reject it all, because it is the 
trier of the facts. Brown v. Brown, 264 N.C. 485, 141 S.E. 2d 875; 
State v. Mangum, supra; State v. Henderson, 180 N.C. 735, 105 8.E. 
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339; State v. Ellis, 97 N.C. 447, 2 S.E. 525; State v. Overton, 75 
N.C. 200. 


In the case of Smith v. R. R., supra, we find the following: 


“While it is accepted doctrine that one who offers a witness 
‘presents him as worthy of belief,’ and except, perhaps, where 
an examination is required by the law, as in the cases of sub- 
scribing witnesses to wills and deeds . . . a party will not be 
allowed to disparage the character or impeach the veracity of 
his own witness, nor to ask questions or offer evidence which 
has only these purposes in view, it is always open to a litigant 
to show that the facts are otherwise than as testified to by his 
witness. . . . And this he may do, not only by the testimony 
of other witnesses, but from other statements of the same wtt- 
ness, and at times by the facts and attending circumstances of 
the occurrence itself, the res geste.” (Emphasis ours) 


The above was quoted with approval in the case of State v. Cohoon, 
supra. See also Worth Co. v. Feed Co., 172 N.C. 335, 90 S.E. 295. 


Defendant relies on the case of Odneal v. State, 117 Tex. Cr. 
App. 97, 34 S.W. 2d 595, where an accomplice testified on direct 
examination that he had entered into a conspiracy with the de- 
fendant and testified on cross-examination that he never intended 
to carry out the agreement. The court submitted this case to the 
jury on the basis of conflict in the testimony requiring the jury to 
decide whether the witness intended to carry out the conspiracy. 


[14] Defendant contends that Odneal v. State, supra, is distin- 
guishable from the instant case because here witnesses only testi- 
fied as to what they were paid to do on direct examination, and tes- 
tified on cross-examination that they never intended to do it. The 
fallacy in defendant’s argument is that a criminal conspiracy may 
be established by circumstantia. evidence from which the conspiracy 
may be legitimately inferred. State v. Butler, 269 N.C. 733, 153 S.E. 
2d 477. The validity of the type of evidence here relied upon by the 
State was recognized in the case of State v. Whiteside, 204 N.C. 710, 
169 S.E. 711. There, the defendants Whiteside and Cannon were 
charged with conspiracy to rob the Imperial Theatre in Asheville, 
North Carolina. Defendant Whiteside pleaded guilty; defendant 
Cannon pleaded not guilty. The State offered evidence which tended 
to show that defendant Whiteside was caught in the act of robbing 
the theatre, together with evidence that defendants had been ac- 
quainted for over a year and had “bummed” their way into Ashe- 
ville on a train; that they both spent the night at the Salvation 
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Army and on the next day saw State’s witness McDuffie. McDuffie 
testified that Cannon asked him if the Imperial was a good place to 
rob. Whiteside testified that Cannon had nothing to do with the rob- 
bery and that he did not even know Cannon. He further testified 
that State’s witness McDuffie suggested to him that the Imperial 
Theatre was a good place to rob and that he (McDuffie) would help 
commit the robbery. The jury returned a verdict of guilty as to 
Cannon, who appealed. This Court, in holding that there was suffi- 
cient evidence to overrule defendant’s motion as of nonsuit, stated: 


“Direct proof of the charge (conspiracy) is not essential, 
for such is rarely obtainable. It may be, and generally is, estab- 
lished by a number of indefinite acts, each of which, standing 
alone, might have little weight, but, taken collectively, they 
point unerringly to the existence of a conspiracy. S. v. Wrenn, 
supra. When resorted to by adroit and crafty persons, the pres- 
ence of a common design often becomes exceedingly difficult to 
detect. Indeed, the more skillful and cunning the accused, the 
less plainly defined are the badges which usually denote their 
real purpose. Under such conditions, the results accomplished, 
the divergence of those results from the course which would 
ordinarily be expected, the situation of the parties and their 
antecedent relations to each other, together with the surround- 
ing circumstances, and the inferences legitimately deducible 
therefrom, furnish, in the absence of direct proof, and often in 
the teeth of positive testimony to the contrary, ample ground 
for concluding that a conspiracy exists. 5 RCL, 1088. 


“So, in the instant case, notwithstanding the positive testi- 
mony of Whiteside to the contrary, and the rather ‘broken reed’ 
upon which the State is compelled to rely, we think the evi- 
dence is sufficient to carry the case to the jury. Its credibility 
was for the twelve.” 


Thus, the situation of the parties and their relations to each 
other, together with the surrounding circumstances and the infer- 
ences deducible therefrom, may furnish ample proof of conspiracy 
even in the face of positive testimony to the contrary. 


Defendant also contends that the case of Woodworth v. The 
State, 20 Tex. Cr. App., 375, supports her position. There, the wit- 
ness Hunt testified that he intended to trap defendant Woodworth 
in the act of committing a burglary. He agreed with Hunt on a spe- 
cific time when he would help him commit the burglary, but as soon 
as the plan was made Hunt dispatched a note advising the Sheriff 
of the plan so that he could be on hand at the proper time and place 
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and make the arrest. The Sheriff testified that he received the note 
and acted accordingly. This case is clearly distinguishable from the 
instant case because there the surrounding circumstances and the 
testimony of the witnesses, without contradiction or conflicting in- 
ferences, showed no unity of purpose to commit an unlawful act. 
[8] Defendant sericusly argues that in addition to the statement 
of the alleged co-conspirators that they did not intend to harm her 
husband, certain acts, such as giving Deal a false identity, and the 
scattering of cigarette butts in the farmhouse to make it appear that 
they had lain in wait for her husband, tended to negate any union 
of purpose to do an unlawful act. In this connection the witness 
James, referring to Deal, testified: “He is a friend of mine and he is 
from out of town. I wanted to get somebody she didn’t know . . 
If it was someone around here that would kill him, she might have 
known about it.” The witness’ interest in further concealing the iden- 
tity of a friend about to be asked to engage in an unlawful act is 
understandable. The other acts which defendant contends tend to 
negate the alleged conspiracy cannot be related to the night that 
James agreed to obtain someone to do “a little more than beat up or 
rough up” defendant’s husband. One of the strongest indications of 
an unlawful agreement is found in the testimony of the witness Deal. 
Deal testified that after the telephone call from James (which must 
have been during the third meeting between James and defendant 
and in defendant’s presence), James came to his home in Taylors- 
ville and at that time stated to him that ‘He knowed an old gal in 
Statesville that we could get a little piece of money off of, and said 
that she wanted to get something done to her husband, and he said 
that she wanted to go further than roughing him up, and I said that 
I wouldn’t do anything like that.” This testimony permits a strong 
inference that up until the very moment that Deal refused to go 
along with the plan to murder defendant’s husband, the alleged co- 
conspirator James still steadily pursued the unlawful object of ob- 
taining someone to murder defendant’s husband. Without attempt- 
ing to review all of the indicia of conspiracy found in the State’s 
evidence, we note that $2550 in cash was accepted by James and 
Deal from defendant, and James explained the purpose of the pay- 
ment by testifying, “I received the money for doing just what we 
were talking about, to kill him.” The testimony here referred to and 
the other facts found in the State’s evidence are all colored by a 
delay of several months before either of the alleged co-conspirators 
talked with the police. 

Surely, without the statement of the alleged co-conspirators that 
they never intended to harm defendant’s husband, there was suff- 
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cient evidence to raise an inference of intent to form a conspiracy 
between James and defendant— and probably between defendant, 
James and Deal. The denial of intent by both of the alleged con- 
spirators created a conflict in the State’s evidence which, upon a con- 
sideration of the evidence in a light most favorable to the State, pre- 
sented a question for the jury. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is 
Affirmed. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA v. JOE FREEMAN 
No. 14 


(Filed 19 November 1969) 


1. Homicide §§ 24, 28— _ instructions — burden of proving mitigation 
or self-defense — satisfaction of jury — greater weight of evidence 


In this homicide prosecution wherein the State’s evidence of an inten- 
tional killing with a deadly weapon raised presumptions that the killing 
was unlawful and with malice, defendant was not prejudiced by the trial 
court’s erroneous instruction that the burden on defendant to prove to the 
satisfaction of the jury circumstances which would reduce second-degree 
murder to manslaughter or establish self-defense required a higher de- 
gree of proof than proof by the greater weight of the evidence, where the 
jury, by returning a verdict of first-degree murder, established that de 
fendant killed deceased with malice, premeditation and deliberation, and 
the evidence did not entitle defendant to an instruction upon mitigation 
or self-defense. 


2. Homicide §§ 24, 28— _ instructions — burden of proving mitigation 
or self-defense — satisfaction of jury 


Where there is evidence sufficient to establish an affirmative defense 
or to rebut the presumptions which arise against a defendant when a 
killing results from his intentional use of a deadly weapon, the court 
should instruct the jury that defendant has the burden of proving his de- 
fense or mitigation to the satisfaction of the jury——not by the greater 
weight of the evidence or beyond a reasonable doubt — but simply to the 
satisfaction of the jury. 


8. Homicide § 27— _ instructions — error in charge on manslaughter — 
verdict of first-degree murder 


Ordinarily, when the jury is instructed that it may find defendant guilty 
of first-degree murder, second-degree murder, manslaughter or not guilty, 
and the verdict is guilty of second-degree murder, an error in the charge 
on manslaughter will require a new trial since it cannot be known 
whether the verdict would have been manslaughter if the jury had been 
properly instructed; but where the jury was properly instructed as to 
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both degrees of murder and yet found defendant guilty of first-degree 
murder, error in the charge on manslaughter was harmless, 


4. Homicide § 30— failure to instruct on involuntary manslaughter 


In this homicide prosecution, defendant’s evidence did not entitle him 
to an instruction on involuntary manslaughter where it showed that de- 
fendant had become and remained the aggressor when he shot deceased, 
and that he intentionally discharged his pistol when it was pointed in de- 
ceased’s direction. 


AppraL by defendant from Gambill, J., 3 February 1969 Crim- 
inal Session of GUILFORD. 


Defendant, indicted, tried, and convicted for the first-degree 
murder of James Sawyer, appeals from the Judgment of life im- 
prisonment imposed in accordance with the jury’s verdict. 


Evidence for the State tends to establish these facts: James Saw- 
yer (Sawyer) and his wife, Virginia, were living in a state of sepa- 
ration. Sawyer “stayed with a rooming lady.” Virginia and defend- 
ant were “just friends.” He lived in the back room of the house 
which she occupied with her child by Sawver. On 22 July 1967 
Sawyer came to his wife’s home to see their child. According to Vir- 
ginia he had no weapon. He and defendant exchanged some words, 
and Virginia told Sawyer to get out because she “didn’t want to hear 
it.” A neighbor called him to start a lawnmower, and he went across 
the street. Defendant got his gun, followed Sawyer, and kicked him. 
Virginia “hollered across the street,” telling defendant to leave Say- 
yer alone. Instead, defendant shot at Sawyer, saying to him, “I will 
kill you, you so and so.” Sawyer fled into Carolyn Whitworth’s 
house and shut the door. Defendant pursued him, kicked open the 
door, and went in. Carolyn, who was asleep in her front bedroom, 
awoke to find defendant on one side of her bed and Sawyer on the 
other. Sawyer was pleading, “Joe, don’t do it.” Defendant shot 
across at Sawyer, who had nothing in his hand, and Carolyn saw 
him bleeding from the left arm and left chest. Sawyer ran into the 
living room and fell on his side at the front door. A police officer 
found him there about 7:30 p.m. Sawyer was carried to Cone Hos- 
pital, where a five-hour operation was performed upon him. A 
bullet, which entered his left chest, had penetrated his diaphragm, 
ruptured his spleen, pancreas, both walls of his stomach, the aorta, 
and the inferior vena cava. He died early in the morning of 23 July 
1967 from irreversible shock caused by severe hemorrhaging. 


Defendant’s evidence, consisting entirely of his own testimon 
} v ? 


tended to show: He lived in the home of Virginia Sawyer and “bought 
the fuel and the groceries and stuff like that.” On 22 July 1967, Vir- 
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ginia’s eleven-year-old niece told defendant that Sawyer was going 
to kill him because Virginia was mad at him about the woman next 
door, and Virginia said that her niece was “doggone right.” There- 
after, Sawyer came to the house. An argument ensued between him 
and Virginia over their child, and she called defendant inside from 
the porch, where he had been sitting. Defendant had his gun in his 
belt, where he carried it to prevent Virginia from taking it. When he 
entered, Sawyer started at him saying, “I believe you will shoot me, 
but I will cut you.”’ When defendant “offered to fight him fair fist,” 
Virginia ordered them both out of the house. Defendant went across 
the street to the porch of Jake Brown. Sawver followed him there 
and renewed the argument. Finally, he started to walk off but, after 
taking six or seven steps, he came toward defendant, shaking one 
finger in his face and threatening to get him. The other hand was in 
his pocket. Defendant saw no knife, but he pulled his gun from his 
belt. When he did so, Sawyer turned and ran toward Carolyn Whit- 
worth’s house. Defendant ran after him and, as Sawyer was going 
in the door, defendant shot at him. At that time, Sawyer’s back was 
turned to defendant, and he was running away. Defendant followed 
him into the house. His account of what then transpired is as fol- 
lows: “. . . I didn’t see him nowhere. I looked through the back 
door and I didn’t see him nowhere, and I started back out. . . 
[Wj]hen I turned around to come back out he was coming from be- 
hind the door where I done pushed open, with his hand in his pocket 
then. And I jumped back off him and shot again. And so I don’t 
know where I hit him or not but he -——that is when he took his hand 
out of his pocket and went and layed (sic) down in the doorway.” 

In response to his counsel’s question, “Did you intend to kill 
him?” defendant said, “No Sir. No, Sir. . . . [T]he gun went off 
when I jumped back. It shot all at the same time when I jumped 
back off him. . . . I was afraid of him. And I was trying to keep 
him off until I got a chance to get away from there. . . . James 
Sawyer had been threatening to kill me for over a year. ... I 
didn’t aim or nothing. I jumped back off of him and the gun went off 
all at the same time, like that. . . . He was coming out from be- 
hind that door. . . . [H]e was coming toward me and I jumped 
back, and shot him. . . . When I shot him he was still coming at 
me and when I jumped back off him and shot him, he took his hand 
out of his pocket and went and laid down in that door. . . . He 
laid down and I went back out.” 

Defendant testified that he left Greensboro immediately and 


went to Newark, N. J., because “they said” Sawyer’s cousins were 
out to kill him. Nine months later, when the F. B. I. “got behind 
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him,” he went to Philadelphia, where he was arrested. He also testi- 
fied that deceased had the general reputation of being a dangerous 
fighting man. 


The court charged the jury that they might return one of the 
following verdicts: Guilty of murder in the first degree, guilty of 
murder in the first degree with the recommendation of life impris- 
onment; guilty of murder in the second degree; guilty of man- 
slaughter; or not guilty. The verdict was guilty of murder in the 
first degree with recommendation that his sentence be life imprison- 
ment. From the life sentence, defendant appeals. 


Robert Morgan, Attorney General; Ralph Moody, Deputy At- 
torney General; and Andrew A. Vanore, Jr., Staff Attorney, for the 
State. 


Henderson & Henderson and Wiiltiam A. Vaden for defendant 
appellant. 


SHARP, J. 


[1] Defendant asserts, inter alia, that he is entitled to a new trial 
because (1) the judge erred in his charge with reference to the 
quantum of proof required of defendant in order to reduce murder 
in the second degree to manslaughter or to establish the defense of 
self-defense and (2) the judge failed to submit to the jury the issue 
of defendant’s guilt of involuntary manslaughter. 


The judge explained to the jury that if defendant intentionally 
shot Sawyer with a pistol and thereby caused his death, the law 
presumed that the killing was unlawful and done with malice and, 
nothing else appearing, defendant would be guilty of murder in the 
second degree; that if defendant would rebut the presumptions aris- 
ing from such a killing he must establish to the satisfaction of the 
jury the legal provocation which would take from the crime the ele- 
ment of malice and thus reduce it to manslaughter or excuse the 
killing altogether on the grounds of self-defense. The Judge then con- 
trasted the State’s burden, proof beyond a reasonable doubt, with 
defendant’s burden, proof to the satisfaction of the jury. After ex- 
plaining that proof beyond a reasonable doubt is the highest quan- 
tum of proof known to our law and that such intensity is not re- 
quired of a defendant, the judge charged: 

“But the defendant does not meet the requirements of law when 
he satisfies the jury merely by the greater weight of the evidence of 
the truth of the facts he relies on in mitigation, justification or ex- 
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cuse. By the greater weight of the evidence means simply evidence 
that, when compared with other evidence, is more convincing or evi- 
dence that carries greater assurance than that which is offered in 
opposition. And when the term ‘to the satisfaction of the jury,’ is 
used it is considered to bear a stronger intent of proof than by the 
greater weight of the evidence or preponderance of the evidence. 


“So to prove facts to the satisfaction of the jury requires a 
higher degree of proof and signifies something more than belief 
founded on the greater weight of the evidence but does not require 
as high a degree or as strong, intensive proof as beyond a reasonable 
doubt.” 


Defendant excepted to the foregoing portion of the charge, which 
is clearly erroneous. Instructions in practically identical language 
have been held to be prejudicial error in State v. Fowler, 268 N.C. 
430, 150 S.E. 2d 731; State v. Matthews, 263 N.C. 95, 1388 S.E. 2d 
819; State v. Prince, 223 N.C. 392, 26 S.E. 2d 875, and also in State 
v. Calloway, 1 N.C. App. 150, 160 8.E. 2d 501. These cases enunciate 
and reiterate the rule — established in our law for over one hundred 
years, State v. Willis, 68 N.C. 26 (1868) —that when the burden 
rests upon an accused to establish an affirmative defense or to re- 
but the presumption of malice which the evidence has raised against 
him, the quantum of proof is to the satisfaction of the Jury — not 
by the greater weight of the evidence nor beyond a reasonable 
doubt — but simply to the satisfaction of the jury. Even proof by 
the greater weight of the evidence-—a bare preponderance of the 
proof —may be sufficient to satisfy the jury, and the jury alone 
determines by what evidence it is satisfied. State v. Prince, supra. 


[2] If there be evidence sufficient to establish an affirmative defense 
or to rebut the presumptions which arise against the defendant when 
a killing results from his intentional use of a deadly weapon, “[T]he 
accepted formula and the one that should be used if risk of error is 
to be avoided, is that the defendant has the burden of proving his 
defense (or mitigation) ‘to the satisfaction of the jury — not by the 
greater weight of the evidence nor beyond a reasonable doubt — but 
simply to the satisfaction of the jury.’” Stansbury, N. C. Evidence 
§ 214 (2d Ed. 1963). (Emphasis added.) 


[1, 3] Erroneous though the challenged instruction was, it does 
not entitle defendant to a new trial for, demonstrably, it was harm- 
less. First, the verdict of murder in the first degree established that 
defendant had unlawfully killed sawyer with malice, premeditation, 
and deliberation. State v. Moore, 275 N.C. 198, 166 S.E. 2d 652. De- 
fendant assigns no error in the charge as it related to murder in the 
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first or second degree. The error related to the quantum of proof re- 
quired to reduce second-degree murder to manslaughter or to ex- 
cuse the killing on the ground of self-defense. ‘Prejudice could not 
come from such a charge, if erroneous, unless defendant had been 
convicted of murder in the second degree and there had been evi- 
dence of facts or circumstances in mitigation or excuse of the kill- 
ing.” State v. Lipscomb, 184 N.C. 689, 697, 47 S.E. 44, 46. Ordinarily, 
when the jury is instructed that it may find defendant guilty of 
murder in the first degree, murder in the second degree, manslaugh- 
ter, or not guilty, and the verdict is guilty of murder in the second 
degree, an error in the charge on manslaughter will require a new 
trial. In such event it cannot be known whether the verdict would 
have been manslaughter if the jury had been properly instructed. 
But where, as here, the jury was properly instructed as to both de- 
grees of murder and yet found defendant guilty of murder in the 
first degree rather than the second degree, it is clear that error 
in the charge on manslaughter was harmless. In State v. Munn, 134 
N.C. 680, 47 S.E. 15, the jury found “that beyond all reasonable 
doubt the prisoner slew the deceased willfully, deliberately and with 
premeditation, and was guilty of murder in the first degree. The 
State (had) thus satisfied them of facts raising the crime above 
murder in the second degree, which only was presumed from the 
(intentional) killing with a deadly weapon. If there were error in 
the charge as to mitigation below murder in the second degree, it 
was therefore immaterial error.” Id. at 682, 47 S.E. at 16. Similarly, 
when the jury in this case became convinced beyond a reasonable 
doubt that defendant, after having decided to take Sawyer’s life, in- 
tentionally and unlawfully shot and killed him, the quantum of proof 
by which a defendant is required to rebut the presumption of malice 
which arises when death results from the intentional use of a deadly 
weapon becomes academic and irrelevant. 


[1] Second, defendant was not entitled to an instruction upon self- 
defense or mitigation. In State v. Utley, 182 N.C. 1022, 48 S.E. 820, 
the defendant was convicted of murder in the second degree. The 
judge charged the jury that the defendant was required to prove 
mitigating circumstances beyond a reasonable doubt. The court said 
that, unless it was harmless, this error would require a new trial and 
it was not harmless 2f “in any aspect of the case the jury could have 
rendered a verdict of manslaughter under the law.” Id. at 1024, 43 
S.E. at 821. Looking at the evidence in the light most favorable to 
the defendant, the court held there was no such evidence and affirmed 
the verdict. 


In this case the evidence is insufficient to show that defendant 
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slew Sawyer in the heat of passion engendered by provocation which 
the law deems adequate to depose reason. State v. Merrick, 171 
N.C. 788, 88 S.E. 501; State v. Merrick, 172 N.C. 870, 90 S.E. 257. 
Indeed, defendant does not make that contention. He now asserts 
that the killing was either unintentional or in self-defense. How- 
ever, his testimony does not invoke the doctrine of self-defense, State 
v. Davis, 225 N.C. 117, 33 S.E. 2d 623; State v. Rawley, 2387 N.C. 
233, 74 S.E. 2d 620, or tend to show accident, State v. Phillips, 264 
N.C. 508, 142 S.E. 2d 337; State v. Faust, 254 N.C. 101, 118 S.E. 2d 
769. 


[4] The remaining question is, did defendant’s evidence entitle 
him to have the issue of his guilt of involuntary manslaughter sub- 
mitted to the jury? There are well-considered cases from other jur- 
isdictions which hold that in a prosecution for homicide, where the 
court correctly instructed as to murder in the first and second de- 
grees and the jury found the defendant guilty of murder in the first 
degree, any error in refusing to instruct as to manslaughter was 
harmless. The exposition is this: A verdict of murder in the second 
degree would have supported the claim that the jury might have 
found the defendant guilty of a still lower degree of homicide had 
they been given the opportunity under proper instructions. “All such 
speculations are dissipated, however, by the fact that the defendant 
was found guilty of murder in the first degree. When the jury ex- 
cluded from the case the alternative of murder in the second degree, 
all lower degrees were necessarily eliminated by the same rule.” 
People v. Brown, 203 N.Y. 44, 51, 96 N.E. 367, 369. A verdict of 
murder in the first degree shows clearly that the Jurors were not co- 
erced, for they had the right to convict in the second degree. That 
they did not indicates their certainty of his guilt of the greater of- 
fense. The failure to instruct them that they could convict of man- 
slaughter therefore could not have harmed the defendant. People v. 
Granger, 187 N.Y. 67, 79 N.E. 883; State v. Lantzer, 55 Wyo. 230, 
99 P. 2d 78; State v. Metcalf, 203 Kan. 638, 452 P. 2d 842; State v. 
Loveless, 62 Nev. 17, 150 P. 2d 1015; Tarrence v. Commonwealth, 
265 S.W. 2d 40 (Ky. 1953); Brown v. State, 219 Ark. 647, 243 S.W. 
2d 938; State v. Clokey, 83 Idaho 322, 364 P. 2d 159; State v. 
Drosos, 253 Iowa 1152, 114 N.W. 2d 526; 24B C. J. 8S. Criminal 
Law § 1923(3) (1962). See the dissenting opinion in People v. Mo- 
desto, 31 Cal. Rptr. 225, 382 P. 2d 33, 41-55. 


The foregoing is the rationale of this Court in State v. Lipscomb, 
supra, and State v. Munn, supra, and the rationale by which we 
conclude that the error in the charge (Assignment No. 1) was harm- 
less. However, in cases where there was evidence tending to sup- 
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port a lesser degree of the crime charged in the bill of indictment, 
and the trial judge failed to submit the issue, the decision has been 
that the defendant is entitled to have all the different views pre- 
sented to the jury. In these situations the holding is that the judge’s 
failure to submit the question of defendant’s guilt of the lesser in- 
cluded offense is not cured by a verdict convicting the defendant of 
the highest offense charged in the bill-— even though the conviction 
could have been of an intermediate offense. State v. Moore, 275 
N.C. 198, 166 S.E. 2d 652; State v. McNeill, 229 N.C. 377, 49 S.E. 
2d 733; State v. Lee, 206 N.C. 472, 174 S.E. 288; State v. Williams, 
185 N.C. 685, 116 8.E. 736; State v. Merrick, 171 N.C. 788, 88 8.E. 
501. The opinions in these cases did not specifically discuss the ra- 
tionale contained in Lipscomb and Afunn and the cases cited herein 
from other jurisdictions. Nor is it now necessary to consider whether 
there is any justification for making a distinction between the sit- 
uation in Lipscomb and Munn end that m State v. Moore, State v. 
McNeill, State v. Merrick, and the other cases cited above, for we 
hold that the evidence did not justify a charge upon involuntary 
manslaughter. 


By his own statement defendant pursued the fleeing Sawyer, who 
had displayed no weapon and had none insofar as the evidence dis- 
closes. Defendant attempted to shoot him in the back as, seeking 
sanctuary, he ran through the door of Carolyn Whitworth’s house. 
In hot pursuit, with pistol in hand, defendant invaded her home. As 
soon as he saw Sawyer coming from behind the door defendant had 
pushed open, defendant “jumped back off him and shot him again.” 


Whatever may have transpired before Sawyer left Jake Brown’s 
porch, when defendant pursued him across the street into Carolyn 
Whitworth’s home after he had attempted to shoot him in the back, 
it is quite clear that defendant had become and remained the ag- 
gressor. Defendant’s own recitation of his actions belie his disavowal 
of an intent to kill. In any event, however, the mere absence of a 
specific intent to kill Sawyer would not require the submission of the 
issue of defendant’s guilt of involuntary manslaughter, Considering 
defendant’s testimony in its entirety, 1t is quite clear that he inten- 
tionally discharged his pistol when it was pointed in Sawyer’s direc- 
tion. He says it was because he was afraid of Sawyer. The jury, 
however, thought otherwise. 


Although defendant was not entitled to either instruction, the 
judge gave him the full benefit of his plea of self-defense and of the 
law relating to a killing in the heat of passion. Notwithstanding the 
error discussed earlier herein, the overall effect of the judge’s charge 
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was in defendant’s favor. All the evidence tends to establish defend- 
ant’s guilt of murder in the first degree. He has had a trial free of 
prejudicial error, and we see no reason to disturb the verdict. 


No error. 





STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA vy. WAYNE DARNELL BUMPER 
No, 81 


(Filed 19 November 1969) 


1. Criminal Law § 88; Constitutional Law § 31— _ right of cross-ex- 


=*) 


amination — impeachment — restriction on repetitious questions 

Where defendant’s cross-examination of the prosecuting witness for im- 
peachment purposes repeatedly elicited the answer that the witness had 
testified in a former trial that he believed the defendant was holding card 
number six in a police identification lineup, action of the trial court in 
precluding further examination on this point did not deprive defendant of 
his right of cross-examination, the court having the right to restrict repe- 
titious and argumentative inquiry. 


Constitutional Law § 81— _ right of cross-examination — common 
law — constitutional guarantees 

The right of cross-examination is a common law right and is guaranteed 
by the N. C. Constitution, Art. I, § 11, and also by the Sixth Amendment 
to the U. 8. Constitution, which is made applicable to the states by the 
Fourteenth Amendment, 


Constitutional Law § 31; Criminal Law § 88— _ right of cross-ex- 
amination — common law rule 

The right to confront affirms the common law rule that in criminal trials 
by jury the witness must be present and subject to cross-examination 
under oath. 


Criminal Law § 88— _ cross-examination on the examination-in-chief 

The defendant is entitled to a full and fair cross-examination upon the 
subject of the witness’ examination-in-chief, and this is an absolute right 
rather than a privilege. 


Criminal Law § 88— _ cross-examination — impeachment — repeti- 
tious questions — restrictions 

When cross-examination is made for the purpose of impeaching the 
credibility of a witness, the method and duration of the cross-examination 
for this purpose rest largely in the discretion of the trial court, which 
may properly exclude such cross-examination when it becomes merely 
repetitious or argumentative. 


Constitutional Law § 1— power of states to make rules of evidence 
—U. S. Supreme Court 
The United States Supreme Court will not encroach upon the powers of 
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the states to make their own rules of evidence in their own courts as long 
as they serve a legitimate state purpose not prohibited by the U. 8. Con- 
stitution. 


%. Constitutional Law § 31——  cross-examination — impeachment — rep- 
etitious questions — discretion of trial court 
The rule allowing the trial judge to exercise his discretion to limit cross- 
examination for the purpose of impeachment when it becomes repetitious 
or argumentative does not violate any provision of the U. 8S. Constitu- 
tion, it appearing that the rule is for a legitimate and fair state purpose 
and does not contravene due process, 


APPEAL by defendant from Bowman, S.J., January 1969 Crim- 
inal Session of ALAMANCE County Superior Court. 


Defendant, Wayne Darnell Bumper, was heretofore tried for the 
rape of Loretta Nelson and for the felonious assault of Loretta 
Nelson and Monty Jones. He was found guilty on all counts, was 
sentenced to life on the rape charge upon recommendation of the 
trial jury, and was sentenced to consecutive terms of ten years on 
each of the felonious assault charges. He appealed to the North 
Carolina Supreme Court, which found no error in the trial below. 
State v. Bumpers, 270 N.C. 521, 155 8S.E. 2d 173. On certiorari, the 
United States Supreme Court reversed the North Carolina Supreme 
Court and remanded for further proceedings, holding that defend- 
ant’s constitutional rights were violated at his trial by the introduc- 
tion of evidence obtained by an unlawful search and seizure. Bumper 
v. North Carolina, 391 U.S. 548, 20 L. ed. 2d 797. 


At the January 1969 Criminal Session of Alamance, Wayne Dar- 
nell Bumper was charged in three bills of indictment with: (1) fe- 
lonious assault of one Monty Jones with a 22 rifle with intent to 
kill; (2) felonious assault of one Loretta Nelson with a 22 rifle with 
intent to kill; and (8) armed robbery of Monty Jones and Loretta 
Nelson. These indictments were consolidated for trial and defend- 
ant was tried at the January 1969 Criminal Session of Alamance. 
The jury returned verdicts of guilty as to each charge, and from 
judgments of imprisonment for terms of not less than twenty nor 
more than thirty years (for armed robbery), not Jess than nine nor 
more than ten years (for felonious assault), and not less than nine 
nor more than ten vears (for felonious assault), the three sentences 
to run consecutively, defendan: appealed to the North Carolina 
Court of Appeals. The Court of Appeals found no error in the trial 
below. Defendant appeals to this Court pursuant to G.S. 7A-30(1). 


We deem it unnecessary to recite lengthy facts, since all facts 
pertinent to this appeal center on testimony concerning the identi- 
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fication of defendant at two line-ups held at Alamance County jail 
on 16 August 1966. A full and accurate statement of the facts may 
be found in the opinion of the North Carolina Court of Appeals re- 
ported at 5 N.C. App. 528. 


The State offered evidence which tended to show that defendant 
at secluded spots in Alamance County raped Loretta Nelson twice, 
robbed both Loretta Nelson and Monty Jones, and shot both of them 
while they were bound to trees. Prior to the line-ups and while con- 
fined in separate hospitals, Loretta Nelson and Monty Jones had 
each identified a photograph of Wayne Darnell Bumper as the per- 
son who assaulted and robbed them. 


Two line-ups were conducted, in which defendant appeared with 
nine other Negro males. At the first line-up defendant held a card 
bearing the number 7, and in the second line-up he held a card bear- 
ing the number 2. The attorney then representing Wayne Darnell 
Bumper was present at the line-ups. 


Loretta Nelson, among other things, testified that at the first 
line-up she was afraid to look at the men but that she saw a card 
with No. 6 on it. “As to whether I told the Sheriff and other offi- 
cers I identified the person who attacked me and Mr. Jones on July 
3lst as No. 6, no, sir, I said No. 6. J don’t remember how he asked, 
he asked something and I said No. 6.” At the second line-up she 
recognized defendant Bumper as her assailant and gave this infor- 
mation to Sheriff Stockard. 


The testimony of Monty Jones was, in substance, the same as 
that of Loretta Nelson concerning the events of 31 July 1966. His 
testimony concerning the line-ups will be hereinafter considered. 


John H. Stockard, Sheriff of Alamance County, testified con- 
cerning the line-ups and stated that when Loretta Nelson made her 
first identification he believed that she had given him the number 6. 
The Sheriff then testified that he sent Monty Jones in to view the 
line-up and that “At that time while I talked to her (Loretta Nel- 
son) we had Mr. Jones go in by himself. We gave him the same in- 
structions to walk by, look at the individuals and come back and 
tell me if he recognized anyone and what number it was. He came 
back and reported to me that it was No. 7, I believe.” 


On redirect examination the Sheriff stated that the reason for 
the second line-up was that Loretta Nelson had told him that she 
did not look at the faces of the men in the first line-up. 

Defendant took the stand in his own behalf and testified that 
he had been in the general area in question on the night of 31 July 
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1966, but that he had not attacked or robbed the complaining wit- 
nesses Monty Jones or Loretta Nelson. He offered other evidence 
in the nature of an alibi. 


Attorney General Morgan and Trial Attorney Eugene A. Simth 
for the State. 


Clarence Ross for defendant. 


BRANCH, J. 


[1] The sole question for decision is whether the trial court erred 
in restricting defendant’s cross-examination of State’s witness, Monty 
Jones, on the question of his identification of defendant in the line- 
ups held on 16 August 1966. 


Monty Jones stated on direct examination that he went into a 
room at the jail on two separate occasions and on each occasion he 
observed ten or fifteen colored men standing in line. On each occa- 
sion he went back and told Sheriff Stockard the number being held 
by the man who attacked him. 


On cross-examination he testified: 


“Ves, sir, I looked at each and every face the first time of the 
men in the line-up. Yes, sir, that included everyone in the line-up. 
Yes sir, after I looked at each one of the men, I came back to 
the Sheriff and said I believed it was 6.; 1t was the right one. 
I forgot the number I told him the first time. No, sir, I didn’t 
tell him No. 6. I said I believed No. 6. I said I beheved No. 6, 
but I got the right one in the line-up. I got the numbers mixed 
up. I got the numbers mixed up when I got in court. When I 
was at the line-up I got the right number, when up here I got 
the numbers mixed up. When I testified at a previous hearing I 
said I believed No. 6. 
“Q. Were you asked the question at the trial: You recall 
what number he was carrying and you answered No. 6?” 
Before Jones could answer, Mr. Cooper, the District Solicitor, asked 
the Judge to remove the jury. The Jury was sent to the juryroom and 
Mr. Cooper, Mr. Dodge (defendant’s attorney) and the Court en- 
gaged in the following colloquy: 
“MR. COOPER: Mr. Dodge is purporting to read from a 
transcript of this boy’s testiraony, he deliberately left out a word. 
THE COURT: What word? 
MR. COOPER: I believe. 


674 IN THE SUPREME COURT {275 
STATE v. BUMPER 


MR. DODGE: Page 7 I am reading from. 
THE COURT: Is that on Page 7, Mr. Cooper? 


MR. DODGE: 11 and 12. This is cross examination, I 
wasn’t deliberately omitting anything. 


THE COURT: Let’s don’t pursue that particular line of 
question any further about the number 6. 


MR. DODGE: Except to the ruling of the Court.” 
The jury returned to the courtroom and no further mention was 
made of whether Monty Jones had testified on the first trial that 
he believed that his attacker was No. 6 or that his attacker was 
No. 6. 


At the time defendant’s attorney elicited the above quoted evi- 
dence, he was conducting his cross-examination by use of a tran- 
script of the former trial. We note that, although defendant offered 
evidence, he did not favor the jury with the introduction of the 
transcript which would have shown with great finality and credence 
the statements made by the witness Jones at the first trial. 


[2, 3] The right of cross-examination is a common law right and 
is guaranteed by the North Carolina Constitution, Article I, Sec. 11. 
The right to confront affirms the common law rule that in criminal 
trials by jury the witness must be present and subject to cross-exam- 
ination under oath. State v. Perry, 210 N.C. 796, 188 S.E. 639; State 
v. Breece, 206 N.C. 92, 173 S.E. 9; State v. Hightower, 187 N.C. 300, 
121 $.E. 616. The right to confront witnesses and cross-examine is 
also guaranteed by the Sixth Amendment to the United States Con- 
stitution, which is made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth 
Amendment. Pointer v. Texas, 380 U.S. 400, 18 L. ed. 2d 928; State 
v. Jackson, 270 N.C. 778, 155 S.E. 2d 236. 


[4, 5] The defendant is entitled to a full and fair cross-examina- 
tion upon the subject of the witness’ examination-in-chief, and this 
is an absolute right rather than a privilege. Resurrection Gold Min. 
Co. v. Fortune Gold Min. Co., 129 Fed. 668; State v. Hightower, 
supra. However, when cross-examination is made for the purpose 
of impeaching the credibility of a witness, the method and duration 
of the cross-examination for these purposes rest largely in the dis- 
cretion of the trial court, and the trial court may properly exclude 
such cross-examination when it becomes merely repetitious or argu- 
mentative. State v. Maynard, 247 N.C. 462, 101 S.E. 2d 340; Mc- 
Corkle v. Beatty, 226 N.C. 338, 38 S.E. 2d 102; State v. Wall, 218 
N.C. 566, 11 S.E. 2d 880; State v. Beal, 199 N.C. 278, 154 S.E. 604. 
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{6, 7] The United States Supreme Court will not encroach upon 
the powers of the states to make their own rules of evidence in their 
own courts as long as they serve a legitimate state purpose not pro- 
hibited by the provisions of the United States Constitution. Spencer 
v. Texas, 885 U.S. 554, 17 L. ed. 2d 606. The rule allowing the trial 
judge to exercise his discretion to limit cross-examination for the 
purpose of impeachment when it becomes repetitious or argumen- 
tative does not violate any provision of the United States Consti- 
tution. We would quickly destroy the orderly administration of 
justice in our courts should the trial judge be forced to allow counsel 
to cross-examine on such matters ad infinitum. It is obvious that 
the rule is for a legitimate and fair state purpose and does not con- 
travene due process. 


[1] Here, the real question before the Jury was the identity of 
the assailant and not the number on the card held by defendant. 
The witness had testified as to the identity of his assailant. There- 
fore the question asked by defendant’s attorney and upon which he 
bases his assignment of error was clearly for the purpose of impeach- 
ment by showing prior statements inconsistent with his testimony. 
An examination of the record shows that Monty Jones had responded 
to a battery of questions concerning his testimony at the first trial 
as related to his identification of defendant in the police line-ups. 
The witness had several times substantially answered the question 
propounded, and it therefore became « repetitious inquiry calculated 
to bring out matter already testified to by the witness. 


We find no abuse of discretion on the part of the trial judge in 
halting the repetitious and argumentative questions which sought to 
impeach the witness Monty Jones. 


The decision of the Court of Appeals is 
Affirmed. 


BENVENUE PARENT-TEACHER ASSOCIATION sanp CHARLES L. JOHN- 
SON vy. THE NASH COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION anp NASH 
COUNTY 

No. 16 
(Filed 19 November 1969) 


1. Appeal and Error § 9— moot and academic questions 
When, pending an appeal to the Supreme Court, a development occurs 
by reason of which the questions originally in controversy between the 
parties are no longer at issue, the appeal will be dismissed for the reason 
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that the Supreme Court will not entertain or proceed with a cause merely 
to determine abstract propositions of law or to determine which party 
should rightly have won in the lower court. 


2. Appeal and Error § 9—- moot and academic questions — dismissal 
of appeal 


In this action to enjoin a county board of education from diverting a 
school building from use in the education of elementary school pupils to 
use by a county technical institute for vocational education of adults, and 
from expending county tax funds tor the maintenance of that building 
when so used, plaintiff’s appeal to the Supreme Court upon constitutional 
grounds from a decision of the Court of Appeals which affirmed judgment 
of nonsuit entered in the superior court is dismissed as moot, where all 
activities of the technical institute at the school building in question have 
ceased since the decision of the Court of Appeals was rendered, and the 
school building is now being used exclusively for the education of elemen- 
tary public school pupils. 


AprEAL by plaintiffs from the decision of the Court of Appeals 
in 4 N.C. App. 617. 


The plaintiff Association 1s an unincorporated association of 
parents and teachers of children attending the Benvenue Public 
School in Nash County. The plaintiff Johnson is a resident and tax- 
payer of the county and the parent of children assigned to that 
school. They filed suit in 1966 against the Nash County Board of 
Education, seeking both temporary and permanent injunctive relief. 
In 1968, upon motion of the original defendant, Nash County was 
made a defendant. 


In their complaint, the plaintiffs prayed for a permanent injunc- 
tion restraining the Board of Education from: (1) Taking further 
action pursuant to its plan to divert the building formerly used for 
the high school classes at Benvenue School “from use as a_ public 
school facility for the exclusive use of Nash County Public School 
pupils”; (2) making the said building available to the Department 
of Community Colleges of the State Board of Education “for use 
as a technical or vocational training school, or otherwise”; and 
(3) expending tax funds of Nash County “for the operation, main- 
tenance or upkeep of the Nash Technical Institute facility,’ with- 
out a vote of the people. 


The plaintiffs also sought a temporary restraining order to pre- 
vent the Board of Education from: (1) Making any assignments or 
reassignments of pupils to or from Benvenue School; (2) converting 
the said building “from a public school facility to a vocational school 
facility”; (8) making repairs to or “rejuvenating” or making addi- 
tional classroom space available in other buildings at the Benvenue 
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School; and (4) taking any action which would tend to effect or fa- 
cilitate the conversion of the high school building “into a vocational 
school facility” or otherwise making it unavailable “for public 
school use by pupils assigned to Benvenue School.” 


The complaint, as amended three times, alleges in substance: 
Pursuant to the recommendation of a Citizens Committee, appointed 
by it in 1961, the County Board of Education, after a public hear- 
ing, determined upon a comprehensive program for the reorganiza- 
tion and consolidation of the public schools of Nash County. Prior 
to that time, the Benvenue Publie School was a union school, com- 
posed of elementary and high school facilities. The proposed plan of 
reorganization included the construction of a new consolidated high 
school facility at another point in the county, the transfer thereto 
of all senior high sehool students from the Benvenue School, the 
transfer to the Benvenue School from certain other schools of pupils 
in the seventh and eighth grades and the conversion of the Ben- 
venue High School facility into an industrial education center. In 
furtherance of this plan, the Board of Education took action to make 
the high school building at the Benvenue School available to the De- 
partment of Community Colleges of the State Board of Education 
and requested that department to establish therein the proposed in- 
dustrial education center. Thereafter, one of the other buildings at 
the Benvenue School was condemned. To alleviate the overcrowding 
of pupils resulting from this loss of classroom space and from the 
proposed use of the building formerly used for the high school, the 
Board of Education reassigned some oj the pupils in the seventh and 
eighth grades to other public schools and commenced alterations of 
the condemned building and another so as to provide classrooms for 
the Benvenue Public School. Such alterations will involve the ex- 
penditure of a substantial amount of tax funds. The reassignment 
of the seventh and eighth grade pupils from the Benvenue School 
would not be necessary if the building formerly used for high school 
purposes were available for their use. Nash Technical Institute has 
been formed as part of the Department of Community Colleges. The 
Board of Education has turned over to the Institute, for its use in 
operating a technical institute and the teaching of classes in general 
adult education, the former high school building at Benvenue School 
and has agreed with the Institute to use tax funds of Nash County 
to finance the maintenance of the said building and the upkeep of 
the grounds thereof. Pursuant to that agreement, tax funds of Nash 
County have been and are being so expended without a vote of the 
people, in violation of Art. VIT, § 6, of the Constitution of North 
Carolina. The diversion of public school property and revenues to 
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the operation of the Institute is contrary to Art. IX, §$ 5, of the 
Constitution of North Carolina. 


A temporary restraining order in accordance with the prayer of 
the complaint was issued but was dissolved following a hearing 
thereon. By consent, the matter was then heard by the judge without 
a jury. It was stipulated that, at the time of the hearing in the su- 
perior court, the Nash Technical Institute was operating, in the 
building formerly used for high school purposes at the Benvenue 
School, an adult educational unit providing vocational, technical and 
general adult training, the building having been modified for that 
purpose by the Board of Education and made available by it to the 
trustees of the Institute for such use. It was also stipulated that the 
County Board of Commissioners, without a vote of the people, has 
appropriated $21,370 “for the Nash County Board of Education for 
use by Nash Technical Institute Extension Unit” in the 1968-1969 
county budget, of which sum $16,870 represents “current operating 
expense,” and $4,500 a “capital outlay.” It is further stipulated that, 
for the year 1968-1969, $269,000 was provided by the State for the 
operating expenses of the Institute with the approval of the Ad- 
visory Budget Commission and of the Governor. 


At the close of all the evidence, the superior court, upon the mo- 
tion by the defendants, dismissed the action as to the Benvenue 
Parent-Teacher Association and entered a judgment of nonsuit. The 
plaintiffs appealed to the Court of Appeals, assigning as error the 
granting of these motions and certain rulings of the superior court 
with reference to the admission of evidence. The Court of Appeals 
affirmed the judgment of the superior court. 


The plaintiffs then appealed to the Supreme Court on the grounds 
that: (1) The diversion of the high school building to use as a unit 
of the Department of Community Colleges for training adults vio- 
lated Art. IX, § 5, of the Constitution of North Carolina; and (2) 
the appropriation and expenditure of county tax funds for the pur- 
pose of maintaining and operating Nash Technical Institute, without 
a vote of the people, violated Art. VII, § 6, of the Constitution of 
North Carolina. 


After the appeal was docketed in the Supreme Court, the defend- 
ants moved to dismiss the appeal as moot for the reason that, as 
shown by affidavit, on 2 September 1969, following the appeal to the 
Supreme Court, Nash Technical Institute moved its operations from 
the building at the Benvenue School to a building formerly used as 
a public school known as Stony Creek School, and the Benvenue 
School is now in use as an elementary public school. 
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The plaintiffs do not deny these facts, but assert that the appeal 
is not thereby rendered moot since the lawfulness of the use of tax 
funds to assist in the operation of a technical institute for adults, 
without a vote of the people of the county, is not affected by these 
developments. 


Don Evans for plaintiff appellants. 
I. T. Valentine, Jr., for Nash County Board of Education. 
James W. Keel, Jr., for Nash County. 


LAKB, J. 


[1] When, pending an appeal to this Court, a development occurs, 
by reason of which the questions originally in controversy between 
the parties are no longer at issue, the appeal will be dismissed for 
the reason that this Court will not entertain or proceed with a 
cause merely to determine abstract propositions of law or to de- 
termine which party should rightly have won in the lower court. 
Kendrick v. Cain, 272 N.C. 719, 159 S.E. 2d 33; In re Assignment of 
School Children, 242 N.C. 500, 87 S.E. 2d 911; Savage v. Kinston, 
238 N.C. 551, 78 S.E. 2d 318; Cochran v. Rowe, 225 N.C. 645, 36 
S.E. 2d 75; Glenn v. Culbreth, 197 N.C. 675, 150 S.E. 382; Reid v. 
R. R., 162 N.C. 355, 78 $.E. 306; Wallace v. North Wilkesboro, 151 
N.C. 614, 66 S.E. 657; Wikel v. Commissioners, 120 N.C. 451, 27 
S.E. 117; Russell v. Campbell, 112 N.C. 404, 17 S.E. 149; Strong, 
N. GC. Index 2d, Appeal and Error, § 9. Such a situation may arise 
where there has been a settlement ancl release of the plaintiff’s claim 
following the judgment in the lower court (Kendrick v. Cain, supra), 
or where, by the repeal of a statute, an administrative board is de- 
prived entirely of a power which the plaintiff sought to restrain it 
from exercising in alleged disregard of procedural requirements in 
effect when the judgment below was rendered (In re Assignment of 
School Children, supra), or where, pending his appeal from a judg- 
ment denying restitution to him of certain personal property, the 
appellant has come into its possession (Russell v. Campbell, supra), 
or a temporary restraining order having been dissolved, the transac- 
tion which the plaintiff sought to enjoin is completed pending the 
appeal (Wallace v. North Wilkesboro, supra). 


In the present action, the plaintiffs complained of and sought to 
enjoin the defendant Board of Education from doing two things: (1) 
Diverting a specific building at the Benvenue School from use Jn 
the education of pupils in grades 1 through 8 to use by the Nash 
Technical Institute for vocational education of adults; (2) the ex- 
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penditure of county tax funds for the maintenance and upkeep of 
that building when so used. While the prayer of the complaint for 
injunctive relief against expenditures is stated in terms broad enough 
to include any expenditures for the operation of the “Nash Tech- 
nical Institute facility,” the only such facility to which reference is. 
made in the complaint is that alleged to have been in operation in 
the said building at the Benvenue School and the only expenditures 
alleged in the complaint are those made “for the maintenance and 
upkeep of the said high school building.” 


[2] Since the decision of the Court of Appeals was rendered, all 
activities of the Nash Technical Institute at the Benvenue School 
have ceased, the Institute has moved to a new location and the build- 
ing in question has been reallocated by the Board of Education to, 
and is being used by it exclusively for, the education of elementary 
public school pupils. Consequently, though the plaintiffs did not pre- 
vail in the lower courts, the acts and proposed acts against which 
they sought injunctive relief have now been discontinued. It is not 
suggested that a renewal of them, or any of them, is contemplated. 
Thus, the controversies which were the subject matter of this action 
have ceased to exist and questions raised by the appeal are moot. 


In Wikel v. Commissioners, supra, this Court refused to consider 
an appeal raising grave questions of constitutional law where, pend- 
ing the appeal to it, the cause of action had been destroyed so that 
the questions had become moot. Similarly, we decline in this action 
to pass upon the constitutional questions which were brought to us 
by this appeal but which have now become abstract questions of law. 


We, therefore, neither approve nor disapprove the rulings of the 
Court of Appeals or those of the superior court in the present action. 
The authority of the defendants, or either of them, to permit the use 
by the Nash Technical Institute of any properties at the Stony 
Creek School or to appropriate or expend any tax funds for the aid 
of the Institute in any operation by it at the Stony Creek School is 
not before us in the present matter. 


Appeal dismissed. 
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ADAMS-MILLIS CORPORATION v. TOWN OF KERNERS- 
VILLE 


No. 71 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 78. 


Petition for writ of certiorart to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 2 December 1969. 


BRITT v. SMITH 
No. 73 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 117. 


Petition for writ of certeorart to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 18 November 1969. 


CHEMICAL CO. v. PLASTICS CORP. 
No. 80 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 489. 


Petition for writ of certiorary to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 2 December 1969. 


CURRY v. STALEY 
No. 72 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 165. 


Petition for writ of certiorart to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 18 November 1969. 


HILL v. SHANKS 
No. 81 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 255. 


Petition for writ of certtorart to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 2 December 1969. 


HODGE v. FIRST ATLANTIC CORP. 
No. 85 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 853. 


Petition for writ of certiorary to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 2 December 1969. 


HUFFINES v. WESTMORELAND 
No. 68 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 142. 


Petition for writ of certiorar: to North Carolina Court of Ap- 
peals denied 18 November 1969. 
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McEACHERN v. MILLER 
No. 64 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 42. 


Petition for writ of certiorar. to 
peals denied 18 November 1969. 


STATE v. ALSTON 
No. 84 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 200. 


Petition for writ of certiorar: to 
peals denied 2 December 1969. 


STATE v. ENGLE 
No. 74 PC. 
Case below: 5 N.C. App. 101. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to 
peals denied 18 November 1969. 


STATE v. WALL 
No. 86 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 422. 


North Carolina 


North Carolina 


North Carolina 


Court 


Court 


Court 


Petition for writ of certiorary to North Carolina Court 


peals denied 2 December 1969. 


STATE BAR v. TEMPLE 
No. 91 PC. 
Case below: 6 N.C. App. 487. 


Petition for writ of certiorart to 
peals denied 2 December 1969. 


STATESVILLE v. BOWLES 
No. 69 PC. 


Case below: 6 N.C. App. 124. 


Petition for writ of certiorari to 
peals denied 18 November 1969. 


North Carolina 


North Carolina 


Court 


Court 


of Ap- 


of Ap- 


of Ap- 
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ADVISORY OPINION IN RE SALES-TAX ELECTION OF 1969 
(Filed 25 September 1969) 
Elections § 1— general or special election — sales-tax election — sub- 


mission of constitutional amendments 


The sales-tax election to be held in each county on 4 November 1969 
under the provisions of Session Laws of 1969, Ch. 1228, is not a general 
election within the meaning of N. C. Constitution, Art. XIII, § 2; con- 
sequently, the constitutional amendments proposed by the 1969 General 
Assembly should not be submitted to the voters at this election. 


Hiccins and Lakes, JJ., express no opinion. 


State oF NorTH CAROLINA 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE 
RALEIGH 27602 
Rosert W. Scott 
GOVERNOR 
26 August 1969 


TO: THE CHIEF JUSTICE AND THE ASSOCIATE JUSTICES 
OF THE SUPREME COURT OF NORTH CAROLINA. 


Chapter 1228 (S.B. 178) was enacted by the General Assembly 
of 1969 and is entitled: 


“AN ACT ENABLING EACH OF THE COUNTIES OF THE 
STATE TO HOLD A SPECIAL ELECTION FOR THE PUR- 
POSE OF CONSIDERING WHETHER A COUNTY SHALL 
OR SHALL NOT IMPOSE AND LEVY A SALES AND USE 
TAX OF ONE PER CENT (1%) UPON CERTAIN TAX- 
ABLE TRANSACTIONS.” 


The election provision of this Act) contains the following: 


“The board of elections of each county shall call and conduct 
a special election on Tuesday, November 4, 1969, for the pur- 
pose of submitting to the voters of each such county the ques- 
tion of whether a one per cent (1%) sales and use tax as here- 
inafter provided will be levied.” 

The board of elections of each county conducts the election and 
“The board of elections of each county shall prepare ballots for the 
special election . . .” The Act refers to this election in some two 
or three places as a “special election.” 

The General Assembly of 1969 enacted several acts by which 
constitutional amendments are to be submitted to the voters of the 
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State. A list of these proposed constitutional amendments appears 
in a letter of the Attorney General to me and a copy of this letter 
is hereto attached for reference to these proposed constitutional 
amendments. 


One of the amendments is a lengthy proposal which represents 
a revision of the Constitution of North Carolina which is to be 
submitted as an amendment. Each of these proposed constitutional 
amendments contains language stating that the amendment “shall 
be submitted to the qualified voters of the State at the next general 
election. That election shall be conducted under the laws then gov- 
erning elections in this State.” 


The question, therefore, arises whether the sales tax election 
above referred to is a general election which would require the 
constitutional amendments to be submitted to the voters of the 
State on Tuesday, November 4, 1969, or whether it is a special 
election and the constitutional amendments would, therefore, be 
submitted to the people at the general election to be held in No- 
vember 1970. You will note that none of these proposed constitu- 
tional amendments provide for any other type of election other 
than “the next general election.” 


Article XIII, Section 2, of the Constitution of North Carolina 
provides as to amendments to the Constitution as follows: 


“And the amendment or amendments so agreed to shall be sub- 
mitted at the next general election to the qualified voters of 
the whole State, in such manner as may be prescribed by law.” 


The Attorney General advises me that he does not think that 
the sales tax election is a general election but that there may be 
some doubt about the matter. 


The question is, however, of such great importance that I feel 
justified in seeking an cpinion of the Supreme Court. Hence, I re- 
spectfully request, 1f in keeping with the proprieties and functions 
of the Court, an advisory opinion on the following question: 


“Ts the sales tax election to be held in each county on No- 
vember 1969, under the provisions of 8. L. 1969, Chapter 1228, 
a general election within the meaning of North Carolina Con- 
stitution Article XIII, Section 2, so that the constitutional 
amendments proposed by the 1969 General Assembly must be 
submitted to the voters at that time?” 


Your opinion on this question will be highly appreciated and will 
guide the State officers on this highly important question as to when 
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these proposed amendments to the Constitution of this State should 
be submitted. 
I shall await your response. 
Sincerely and respectfully, 
Ropert W. Scorr 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
P. O. Box 629 
RALEIGH 
27602 
RosBeRT MOorGAN 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

26 August 1969 
HonorsaBLeE Rosert W. Scorr 
GOVERNOR OF NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE CAPITOL 
RALEIGH, NoRTH CAROLINA 


DEAR GOVERNOR ScoTT: 


Chapter 1228 of the Session Laws of 1969 (S.B. 178) enacted a 
statute which required each of the counties of the State to hold a 
special election for the purpose of considering whether a county 
shall or shall not impose and levy a sales and use tax of one per 
eent (1%) upon certain taxable transactions. Actually, the counties 
are voting for or against a local sales tax for each county in which 
the election is held. The Act provides as follows: 


“The board of elections of each county shall call and con- 
duct a special election on Tuesday, November 4, 1969, for the 
purpose of submitting to the voters of each such county the 
question of whether a one per cent (1%) sales and use tax as 
hereinafter provided will be levied.” 

Chapter 1258 of the Session Laws of 1969 (H.B. 231) is an Act 
to revise and amend the Constitution of North Carolina. This 1s a 
revision of the Constitution of the State but it is to be submitted to 
the voters as a constitutional amendment. 

Chapter 1200 of the Session Laws of 1969 (H.B. 331) is an Act 
to amend the Constitution of North Carolina to revise Article V 
concerning State and local finance. This too is a lengthy amend- 
ment to be submitted to the people. 


Chapter 1004 (H.B. 327) is an Act to Amend Article VI of the 
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North Carolina Constitution relating to the qualifications of indi- 
viduals to register and vote in elections in North Carolina. 


Chapter 872 of the Session Laws of 1969 (H.B. 465) is an Act 
to amend the Constitution of North Carolina to authorize the Gen- 
eral Assembly to fix the personal exemptions for income tax pur- 
poses. 


Chapter 827 of the Session Laws of 1969 (H.B. 562) is an Act 
to amend the Constitution of North Carolina to provide for a re- 
assignment of escheats. 


Chapter 932 of the Session Laws of 1969 (H.B. 568) is an Act 
to amend the Constitution of North Carolina to require the General 
Assembly to reduce the State Administrative Departments to 25 
and to authorize the Governor to reorganize the Administrative De- 
partments subject to legislative approval. 


Chapter 1270 of the Session Laws of 1969 (S.B. 362) is an Act 
to amend the Constitution of North Carolina to require convening 
of extra Sessions of the General Assembly upon request of three- 
fifths of the members of each House. 


All of these constitutional amendments, including the large one 
which represents a revision of the Constitution, contain the follow- 
ing language: 

“The amendment set out in Section 1 of this Act (or Sections 
1 and 2 of this Act, as the case may be) shall be submitted to 
the qualified voters of the State at the next general election. 
That election shall be conducted under the laws then govern- 
ing elections in this State.” 

The question, therefore, arises as to whether or not the election 
to be held under Chapter 1228 of the Session Laws of 1969 whereby 
each county is required to vote on the question of the sales tax is 
or is not a general election. If it is a general election, then the con- 
stitutional amendments above referred to would have to be sub- 
mitted for a vote of the people of the State as to their approval or 
disapproval. If it is not a general election, then such amendments 
would not be submitted at the sales tax election which is to be held 
on Tuesday, November 4, 1969, but would be submitted at the 
general election to be held in 1970. 

It is important, therefore, to know whether the sales tax elec- 
tion is a general election or not. I am of the opinion that the sales 
tax election is not a general election. The Act calls the election a 
“‘syecial election.” It is held in each county by the board of elec- 
tions of each county and counties may approve or reject the sales 
tax issue for each respective county according to the county vote. 
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It does not involve a single, unitary question submitted to the 
voters of the State at large by the State Board of Elections. There 
is, however, some doubt about the matter and the question as to 
the nature of this sales tax election should be resolved in an au- 
thoritative manner so we will know the correct legal procedure in 
submitting the constitutional amendments. 

I suggest, therefore, that you ask the Supreme Court of North 
Carolina for an advisory opinion on this question. As you know, 
there is ample legal precedent for the Governor of North Carolina 
to request the Supreme Court for an advisory opinion on pressing 
matters of this nature. 

With all good wishes and kind regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
Ropert MorGan 


re 


THe HonorasteE Ropert W. Scott September 8, 1969 
GOVERNOR OF NoRTH CAROLINA 
RaLEicgH, NorTH CAROLINA 


My pEAR GOVERNOR SCOTT: 

Your communication of 26 August 1969 requested an advisory 
opinion from the members of the Supreme Court of North Carolina 
on the following question: Is the sales-tax election to be held in 
each county on 4 November 1969, under the provisions of 8. L. 1969, 
ch. 1228, a general election within the meaning of N. C. Const. 
Art. 18, § 2, so that the constitutional amendments proposed by the 
1969 General Assembly must be submitted to the voters at that time? 

The undersigned, each for himself and herself, expresses the 
opinion, after careful consideration and study, that the answer to 
the foregoing question is in the negative. 

Respectfully, 
R. Hunt Parker, 
Chief Justice 
WILLIAM H. Bossirt, 
Associate Justice 
SUSIE SHARP, 
Associate Justice 
JosEPH BRANCH, 
Associate Justice 


J. FRANK HuSKINS, 
Associate Justice 
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September 8, 1969 
HonoraBLE Ropert W. Scott 
GOVERNOR OF NortTH CAROLINA 
StTaTe CapPItrou 
RaLEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA 


DEAR GOVERNOR SCOTT: 


It is our opinion that we, as Associate Justices of the Supreme 
Court of North Carolina, should not express our views concerning 
the law of the State governing any specific issue until that issue is 
presented to the Court for decision in an appropriate judicial pro- 
ceeding between adversary parties to a justiciable controversy. 
Otherwise, as justices, when subsequently called upon to determine 
the same issue in such a proceeding, we may find ourselves em- 
barrassed by an advisory opinion given without the benefit of argu- 
ment and briefs. In that event, the litigant who takes a contrary 
view of the law might feel his case has been prejudged, thus deny- 
ing him the benefit of his day in court. 


Consequently, we reluctantly abstain from expressing our opin- 
ions concerning the interesting question propounded in your letter 
of August 24, 1969. Our failure to join in the response to your in- 
quiry made by our associates upon the Court is not to be deemed 
an indication either of agreement or disagreement with any opinion 
expressed therein. 

Respectfully yours, 


CaRLISLE W. HiacIns, 
I. Beverty LAKE, 
Associate Justices 
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RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE BOARD OF LAW 
EXAMINERS OF NORTH CAROLINA 


The following Rules Governing Admission to the Practice of 
Law in the State of North Carolina have been promulgated and 
adopted by the Board of Law Examiners and recommended to the 
Council of The North Carolina State Bar, and the Council of The 
North Carolina State Bar at a regular quarterly meeting did adopt 
the same and when these Rules become effective, all prior Rules 
adopted by the Board of Law Examiners and approved by the Coun- 
cil and the Supreme Court of North Carolina shall become null and 
void and these Rules shall be the only Rules and are as follows. 


RULES GOVERNING ADMISSION TO 
THE PRACTICE OF LAW 


RULE I 
Compliance Necessary 
Section 1. No person shall be admitted to the practice of law in 


North Carolina unless he has complied with these rules and 
the laws of the State. 


RULE II 
Definitions 
Section 1. The term “Board” as herein used refers to the “Board 
of Law Examiners of North Carolina”, 


Section 2. The term “Secretary” as herein used refers to the Sec- 
retary of the Board of Law Examiners of North Carolina. 


RULE III 

Applicants 
Section 1. For the purpose of these rules, applicants are classified 
either as “general applicants” or as “comity applicants”. To 
be classified as a “general applicant” and certified as such for 
admission to practice law, an applicant must satisfy the re- 
quirements of Rule VI hereof. To be classified as a “comity 
applicant” and certified as such for admission to practice law, 
a person shall satisfy the requirements of Rule VII hereof. 


Section 2. As soon as possible after the filing date for applica- 
tions, the Secretary shall make public a list of both general 
and comity applicants for the ensuing examination. 


RULE IV 

Registration 
Section 1. Every person seeking admission to practice law in the 
State of North Carolina as a general applicant shall register, 
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es 


by filing with the Secretary, upon forms prescribed by the 
Board. 


Section 2. Each registration form shall be complete in every de- 
tail and must be accompanied by such other evidence or docu- 
ments as may be prescribed by the Board. 


Section 3. Registrations shall be filed with the Secretary at least 
eighteen (18) months prior to August 1 of the year in which 
the applicant expects to take the bar examination. 


Section 4. Each registration by a resident of the State of North 
Carolina must be accompanied by a fee of $10.00 and each 
registration by a non-resident shall be accompanied by a fee 
of $25.00. An additional fee of $25.00 shall be charged all ap- 
plicants who file a late registration, both resident and non- 
resident. All said fees shall be payable to the Board. No part 
of a registration fee shall be refunded for any reason what- 
soever. 

RULE V 
Applications of General Applicants 

Section 1. After complying with the registration provisions of 
Rule IV, applications for admission to an examination must 
be made upon forms supplied by the Board and must be com- 
plete in every detail. Every supporting document required by 
the application form must be submitted with each application. 

Section 2. Applications must be received and filed with the See- 
retary not later than 12:00 o’clock noon, Eastern Standard 
Time, on the Ist day of March in the vear the applicant ap- 
plies to take the bar examination. 


Section 3. Every application by a general applicant shall be ac- 
companied by a fee of 865.00 payable to the Board. 


Section 4. No part of the fee required by Section 8 of this Rule 
V shall be refunded to the applicant unless the applicant shall 
file with the Secretary a written request to withdraw as an 
applicant, not later than tae 15th day of June before the next 
examination, in which event not more than one-half (44) of 
the fee may be refunded to the applicant in the discretion of 
the Board. 

RULE VI 
Requirements for General Applicants 

Section 1. Before being certified (licensed) by the Board to prae- 
tice law in the State of North Carolina, a general applicant 
shall: 
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Be of good moral character and have satisfied the require- 
ments of Rule VIII hereof; 


Have registered as a general applicant in accordance with 
the provisions of Rule IV hereof; 


Possess the legal educational qualifications as prescribed 
in Rule IX hereof; 


Be a citizen of the United States; 
Be of the age of at least twenty-one (21) years; 


Be and continuously have been a bona fide citizen and 
resident of the State of North Carolina for a period of 
at least twelve (12) months prior to the date of his bar 
examination, or be and continuously have been a non- 
resident student attending a law school, approved by the 
board, in the State of North Carolina for a full and com- 
plete academic year commencing at least ten (10) months 
immediately prior to the examination date set forth in 
Section 2 of Rule XI. All non-resident students shall file 
with the Board a declaration of the applicant’s intent, in 
the form prescribed by the Board, in good faith, to be- 
come a citizen and resident of the State of North Car- 
olina; 


Have filed formal application as a general applicant in 
accordance with Rule V hereof; 


Stand and pass a written bar examination as prescribed 
in Rule XI hereof. 


RULE VII 
Requirements for Comity Applicants 
Any attorney at law immigrating or who has _ hereto- 


fore immigrated to North Carolina from a sister state or 
from the District of Columbia or a territory of the United 
States, upon written application, may be certified (licensed) 
by the Board to practice law in the State of North Carolina, 
without written examination, in the discretion of the Board, 
provided each such applicant shall: 


(1) 
(2) 


Be a citizen of the United States; 


File written application with the Secretary upon such 
form as may be prescribed by the Board. All such forms 
must be complete in every detail and every supporting 
document required of the applicant by the form must be 
submitted with the written application; 
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(4) 


(7) 
(8) 


(9) 
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Pay to the Board with each written application a fee of 
$250.00, not more than $125.00 of which may be refunded 
to the applicant in the discretion of the Board, 1{ admis- 
sion to practice law in the State of North Carolina is 
denied; 


Be and continuously have been a bona fide citizen and 
resident of the State of North Carolina for a period of at 
least twelve (12) months immediately prior to the ap- 
proval of his application to practice law in the State of 
North Carolina; 


Proved to the satisfaction of the Board that he has been 
actively and substantially engaged in the practice of law 
in the state or states of his former residence during at 
least five (5) years out of the last eight (8) years 1m- 
mediately preceding the filing of his application with the 
Secretary. Serving as a juclge of a court of record or as 
a full time teacher in a law school approved by the 
Board may be deemed practicing law within the meaning 
of this rule. Time spent in active military service of the 
United States, not to exceed five (5) years, may be ex- 
cluded in computing the eight (8) year period referred to 
hereinabove; 

Satisfy the Board that the state or states of the appli- 
cant’s former residence in which he practiced law will ad- 
mit attorneys, to the practice of law in said states, who 
are licensed to practice law in the State of North Carolina 
without a written examination; 


Be in good professional standing in the state of his former 
residence; 


Furnish to the Board such evidence as may be necessary 
to satisfy the Board of his good moral character. 


Applicants admitted to the practice of law in another state 
after August 1971 must meet the educational requirements 
of Rule IX as hereinafter set out. 


Section 2. Every person filing an application under this rule for 
admission by comity shall be bound by the actions and de- 
cisions of the Board, which actions and decisions shall be in 


the 


sole discretion of the Boarc, and the Board’s actions on 


such applications under this rule shall be final. 


Section 3. No license shall be issued to any applicant for admis- 
sion under this Rule VII except at the time of the annual exam- 
ination of the general applicants, provided the Board, when in 
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session at any other time, may in its discretion grant an interim 
permission to such comity applicants to practice law until h- 
cense shall be issued. 


RULE VIII 
Moral Character 


Section 1. Every applicant shall be of good moral character, and 
the applicant shall have the burden of proving that he is 
possessed of good moral character, or removing any and all 
reasonable suspicion of moral unfitness; and that he is entitled 
to the high regard and confidence of the public. 


Section 2, All information furnished to the Board by an appli- 
cant, and all answers and questions upon forms furnished by 
the Board, shall be deemed material and such forms and in- 
formation shall be and become a permanent record of the Board. 


Section 3. No one shall be certified (licensed) to practice law in 
this State by examination or comity: 


(1) Who fails to disclose fully to the Board whether requested 
to do so or not the facts relating to any disciplinary pro- 
ceedings or charges, as to his professional conduct, whether 
same have been terminated or not, in this or any other 
state, or any Federal Court or other jurisdiction, or 


(2) Who fails to disclose fully to the Board, whether requested 
to do so or not, any and all facts relating to any civil or 
criminal proceedings, charges, or investigations, whether 
the same have been terminated or not in this or any other 
state or in any of the Federal Courts or other jurisdictions. 


Section 4. Every applicant shall appear before a Bar Candidate 
Committee appointed by the Chairman of the Board in the Ju- 
dicial District in which he resides, or in such other judicial 
district as the Board in its sole discretion may designate to the 
candidate, to be examined about any matter pertaining to his 
moral character. The applicant shall give such information to 
the Committee as may be required on such forms as may be 
provided by the Board. A Bar Candidate Committee may re- 
quire the applicant to make more than one appearance before 
the Committee and to furnish to the Committee such informa- 
tion and documents as it may reasonably require pertaining to 
the moral fitness of the applicant to be certified (licensed) to 
practice law in North Carolina. Each applicant will be advised 
by the Secretary or the Chairman of such Committee of the 
time and place of the applicant’s appearance before the Bar 
Candidate Committee. 
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Section 5. All investigations in reference to the moral character 
of an applicant may be informal, but shall be thorough, with 
the object of ascertaining the truth. Neither the hearsay rule, 
nor any other technical rule of evidence need be observed. 


Section 6. Every applicant may be required to appear before the 
Board to be examined about any matter pertaining to his moral 
character. 


Section 7. No new application, or petition for reconsideration of a 
previous application, from an applicant who has been denied 
permission to take the bar examination by the Board on the 
grounds of failure to prove good moral character shall be con- 
sidered by the Board within a period of three (3) years next 
aiter the date of such denial] unless, for good cause shown, per- 
mission for reapplication or petition for a reconsideration is 
granted by the Board at the time of such denial. If, after con- 
sideration of the new application or a petition for reconsidera- 
tion, the decision of the Board again is adverse, no further ap- 
plications or petitions from such applicant shall be considered 
by the Board more often than once in any twelve (12) month 
period. 

RULE Ix 
Educational Requirements 

Section 1. General Education. — Each applicant, to take the ex- 
amination, prior to beginning the study of law, must have com- 
pleted, at an accredited college or university an amount of aca- 
demic work equal to 84 of the work required for a bachelor’s 
degree at the university of the State in which the college is 
located. With his application he shall file an affidavit from such 
college furnishing all information that the Board shall require. 


Section 2. Every general applicant applying for admission to prac- 
tice law in the State of North Carolina, before being granted a 
certificate (license) to practice law, commencing with the ex- 
amination in August 1971, shall file with the Secretary a cer- 
tificate from the President, Dean or other proper official of the 
Law School approved by the Council of The North Carolina 
State Bar, a list of which is available in the office of the Secre- 
tary, or shall otherwise show to the satisfaction of the Board 
of Law Examiners that the applicant has received a law de- 
gree or that the applicant has successfully completed the courses 
required by the Council of The North Carolina State Bar, be- 
ing the same courses as those set out in Rule XI, Sec. 3, hereof. 


Section 3. The educational requirement in effect immediately prior 
to the adoption of this Rule IX as set forth in Appendix A, shall 
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apply to all who seek admission to the practice of law in the 
State of North Carolina, as a general applicant up to and in- 
cluding the examination required by Rule XI in August, 1970. 


RULE X 
Protest 
Section 1. Any person may protest the application of any applicant 
to be admitted to the practice of law either by examination or 
as a matter of comity. 


Section 2. Such protest shall be made in writing, signed by the per- 
son making the protest and bearing his home and business ad- 
dress, and shall be filed with the Secretary prior to the date on 
which the applicant is to be examined. 


Section 3. The Secretary shall notify immediately the applicant 
of the protest and of the charges therein made; and the appli- 
cant thereupon may file with the Secretary a written with- 
drawal as a candidate for admission to the practice of law at 
that examination. 


Section 4. In case the applicant does not withdraw as a candidate 
for admission to the practice of law at that examination, the 
person or persons making the protest and the applicant in ques- 
tion shall appear before the Board at a time and place to be 
designated by the Board. In the event time will not permit a 
hearing on the protest prior to the examination, the appheant 
may take the written examination; however, if the applicant 
passes the written examination, no certificate (license) to prac- 
tice law shall be issued to him as provided by Rule XII until 
final disposition of the protest in favor of the applicant. 


Section 5. Nothing herein contained shall prevent the Board on its 
own motion from withholding its certificate (license) to prac- 
tice law until it has been fullv satisfied as to the moral fitness 
of the applicant as provided by Rule VIII. 


RULE XI 
Livaminations 
Section 1. One written examination shall be held each year for 
those applying to be admitted to the practice of law in North 
Carolina as general applicants. 
Section 2. The examination shall be held in the City of Raleigh 
and shall commence on the first Tuesday in August. 


Section 3. The examination shall deal with the following subjects: 
Business Associations (including agency, corporations, and part- 
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nerships), Civil Procedure, Constitutional Law, Contracts, 
Criminal Law and Procecure, Evidence, Legal Ethics, Real 
Property, Sccurity Transactions including The Uniform Com- 
mercial Code, Taxation, Torts, Trusts, Wills, Decedents’ Estates 
and Equity. 

Section 4. The Board shall determine what shall constitute the 
passing of an examination. 


Section 5. No person shall be permitted to take the examination 
more than five (5) times within any ten (10) year period. 


RULE Xil 
Certificute or License 

Section 1. Upon compliance with the rules of the Board, and all 
orders of the Board, the Secretary, upon order of the Board 
shall issue a certificate (license) to practice law in North Car- 
olina to each applicant as may be designated by the Board in 
the form and manner as may be prescribed by the Board, and 
at such times as prescribed by the Board. 


RULE XIII 
Appeals 

Section 1. Any applicant may appeal from an adverse ruling or 
determination of the Board of Law Examiners as to his eligi- 
bility to take the bar examination. After an applicant has suc- 
cessfully passed the bar examination, he may appeal from any 
adverse ruling or determination withholding his certificate (li- 
cense) to practice law from him. 

Section 2, Any appealing applicant within ten (10) days after 
notice of sueh ruling or determination, shall give notice of ap- 
peal in writing and file with the Secretary his written excep- 
tions to the ruling or determination, which exceptions shall 
state the grounds of objection to such ruling or determination. 


Section 3. The record on appeal to the Superior Court shall con- 
sist of the following: 
(a) The papers filed by the applicant with the Board under 
its rules. 


(b) A certified copy of the evidence taken by the Board upon 
the question or questions appealed. 


(c) The rulings and determinations of the Board. 
(d) The notice of appeal. 
(ec) The exceptions. 
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Within sixty days of receipt of the exceptions filed by the ap- 
plicant with the Board, the Secretary shall certify such record 
at the expense of the applicant. 


Section 4. Such appeal shall lie to the Superior Court of Wake 
County and shall be heard by the Presiding Judge, without a 
jury. The findings of fact by the Board, when supported by evi- 
dence or reliable information, shall be conclusive and binding 
upon the Court. If the Court is of the opinion that the Board 
was in error, it shall so specify and remand the matter to the 
Board, which may appeal as hereinafter provided. Such appeal 
shall operate as a supersedeas. In case no appeal is taken by 
the Board, it shall proceed in accordance with the judgment of 
the Court. 


Section 5. The said applicant or the Board of Law Examiners, may 
appeal to the Supreme Court from any order or judgment of 
the Superior Court. If the said cause is remanded by the Su- 
preme Court to the Superior Court, then the Superior Court 
shall remand the same to the Board of Law Examiners, to be 
proceeded with in accordance with the opinion of the Supreme 
Court. 

APPENDIX A 
TO THE RULES GOVERNING ADMISSION TO THE PRACTICE OF LAW 
IN THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


All persons who seek admission to the practice of law in the State 
of North Carolina and who make application to take the written 
examination required for admission in August 1970, or in any year 
prior thereto, shall satisfy the Board of Law Examiners that they 
have fully complied with the rules relating to both general and 
legal education as said rules existed immediately prior to the adop- 
tion of the rules of which this Appendix is a part, and may be al- 
lowed to take the written examination in August 1970 or in any 
year prior thereto, and may be certified (licensed) to practice law 
in the State of North Carolina, provided they shall have fully com- 
plied with all other rules relating to admission to the practice of 
law in North Carolina. A copy of said rules as they existed at the 
time of the adoption of the present rules may be obtained from the 
Secretary of the Board of Law Examiners. 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, B. E. James, Assistant Secretary-Treasurer of The North 
Carolina State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amend- 
ments to the Rules of The Board of Law Examiners and Rules 
and Regulations of The North Carolina State Bar have been duly 
adopted by the Council of The North Carolina State Bar at a 
regular quarterly meeting of said Council. 


Given over my hand and the seal of The North Carolina State 
Bar, this the 17th day of July, 1967. 


B. E. James, Assistant Secretary 
The North Carolina State Bar 


After examining the foregoing amendments to the Rules of the 
Board of Law Examiners as adopted by the Council of The North 
Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not incon- 
sistent with Article 4, Chavter 84 of the General Statutes. 

This the 22nd day of February, 1968. 


R. Hunt Parxer, Chief Justice 
Supreme Court of North Carolina 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Rules of the Board of Law Examiners and the 
Rules and Regulations of The North Carolina State Bar be spread 
upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they be published 
in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided by the Act 
incorporating The North Carolina State Bar. 


This the 22nd day of February, 1968. 


J. FRANK HUSKINS 
For the Court 


AMENDMENTS TO BAR RULES 


The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations of The 
North Carolina State Bar were duly adopted at a regular quarterly 
meeting of the Council of The North Carolina State Bar. 

Article X of the Certificate of Organization of The North Car- 
olina State Bar is amended by rewriting Canon 34 as appears in 
212 N.C. at 851 as follows: 


CANON 34 
No division of fees for legal services 1s proper, except with an- 
other lawyer based upon a division of services or responsibility. 
This Canon, however, shall not preclude a law firm, by written 
agreement among its members, from providing for the sale by 
one partner of his interest, including good will, in the partner- 
ship, to the remaining members of the firm; and/or by written 
agreement may provide for retirement pay to a retiring part- 
ner upon such terms as to the remaining members of the firm 
may seem just and proper, and in such contract may provide 
for death benefits to his widow or to his estate, or both. 
Article X of the Certificate of Organization of The North Car- 
olina State Bar is amended by rewriting Canon A as appears in 
212 N.C. at 853 as follows: 


CANON A 

It shall be deemed unethical and unprofessional for a member 

of The North Carolina State Bar who is the Judge or Assistant 

Judge of any court inferior to the Superior Court to practice 

criminal law in any criminal court of the State. 

Article X of the Certificate of Organization of The North Car- 
olina State Bar is amended by rewriting Canon B as appears in 
212 N.C. at 8538 as follows: 


CANON B 

It shall be deemed unethical and unprofessional for a member 

of The North Carolina State Bar who is the Solicitor, Assist- 

ant Solicitor or Substitute Solicitor of any court to practice 

criminal law in any criminal court. of the State. 

Article X of the Certificate of Organization of The North Car- 
olina State Bar is amended by adding thereto following Canon B 
as appears in 212 N.C. at 853 the following section: 


CANON B-1 
It shall be deemed unethical and unprofessional for a member 
of The North Carolina State Bar who is the partner or the as- 
soclate or who occupies office space, or whe shares office ex- 
penses with any judge or assistant judge to practice criminal 
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law in any criminal court of any such judge or assistant Judge 
or in any criminal court of the judicial district in which such 
judge or assistant judge holds his judicial office, or for any 
member of The North Carclina State Bar who is the partner 
or the associate or who occupies office space, or who shares 
office expenses, with any solicitor, assistant solicitor or sub- 
stitute solicitor of any criminal court of the State to practice 
criminal law in any criminal court of such solicitor, assistant 
solicitor or substitute solicitor or in any criminal court of the 
solicitorial district in whica sueh solicitor, assistant solicitor 
or substitute solicitor holds his solicitorial office. 


Article X of the Certificate of Organization of The North Car- 
olina State Bar is amended by adding thereto following Canon I 
as appears in 253 N.C. at 819 the following sections: 


CANON J 
Hereafter it shall be improper for an attorney to have his name 
printed in any directory in bold-face type. 


CANON BK 
From and after April 16, 1965, it shall be deemed improper and 
unethical for any attorney or his partners or associates to rep- 
resent a party in a civil action whose interest 1s adverse to that 
of a person or parties for whom le or any of them appeared in 
4 eriminal action when the said civil action involves the same 
transactions or occurrences as those involved in the criminal 
action, provided this Canon shal! not affect pending htigation. 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, B. E. James, Secretary-Treasurer of The North Carolina 
State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing Rules and Regula- 
tions of The North Carolina State Bar have been duly adopted by 
the Council of The North Carolina State Bar and that said Council 
did by resolution, at a regular quarterly meeting unanimously adopt 
said amendments to the Rules and Regulations of The North Car- 
olina State Bar as provided in General Statutes Chapter 84. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of The North Carolina State 
Bar, this the 22nd day of April, 1968... 


B. E. James, Secretary 
The North Carolina State Bar 


After examining the foregoing amendments to the Canons of 
Ethics as adopted by the Council of The North Carolina State Bar, 
it is my opinion that the same are not inconsistent with Article 4, 
Chapter 84 of the General Statutes. 


This the 30th day of April, 1968. 


R. Hunt Parker 
Chief Justice 
Supreme Court of North Carolina 


Upon the foregoing certificate, 1t is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Canons of Ethies of The North Carolina State 
Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that 
they be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as pro- 
vided by the Act incorporating The North Carolina State Bar. 


This the 30th day of April, 1968. 


Husxins, J. 
For the Court 
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The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations of The 
North Carolina State Bar was duly adopted at a regular quarterly 
mecting of the Council of The North Carolina State Bar. 


Section 2 of Article II of the Certificate of Organization of The 
North Carolina State Bar is amended by adding a new paragraph 
to said Section as appears in 221 N.C. 583 as follows: 


Article IT. 


Membership — Annual Membership Fees. 
“2. Annual Membership Fees; When Due — 


“Par. 4. From and after April 18, 1969 any attorney who has 
been suspended for the non-payment of dues be reinstated only 
upon the payment of all past dues, plus interest and costs, plus 
$25.00 reinstatement fee.” 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, B. E. James, Secretary-Treasurer of The North Carolina 
State Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to the 
Rules and Regulations of The North Carolina State Bar has been 
duly adopted by the Council of The North Carolina State Bar and 
that said Council did by resolution, at a regular quarterly mect- 
ing unanimously adopt said amendment to the Rules and Regu- 
lations of The North Carolina State Bar as provided in General 
Statutes Chapter 84. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of The North Carolina State 
Bar, this the 25th day of June, 1969. 


B. E. JAMEs, Secretary 
The North Carolina State Bar 
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After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations of The North Carolina State Bar as adopted by the 
Council of The North Carolina State Bar, it is my opinion that the 
same is not inconsistent with Article 4, Chapter 84 of the General 
Statutes. 


This the 11 day of July, 1969. 


R. Hunt PARKER 
Chief Justice 
Supreme Court of North Carolina 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of The North Carolina 
State Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and 
that they be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports 
as provided by the Act incorporating The North Carolina State Bar. 


This the 11 day of July, 1969. 


Hvskins, J. 
For the Court 
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The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations of The 
North Carolina State Bar was duly adopted at a regular quarterly 
meeting of the Council of The North Carolina State Bar. 

Article V, Section 4, of the Certificate of Organization of the 
Rules and Regulations of The North Carolina State Bar as shown 
amended in 243 N.C. 795 is stricken, and the following is substi- 
tuted therefor: 

“Sec. 4. Quorum. At all annual and special meetings of The 

North Carolina State Bar those active members of The North 

Carolina State Bar present shall constitute a quorum, and there 
shall be no voting by proxy.” 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 
I, B. E. James, Secretary-Treasurer of The North Carolina State 
Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendment to the Rules 
and Regulations of The North Carolina State Bar has been duly 
adopted by the Council of The North Carolina State Bar, and that 
said Council did by resolution at a regular quarterly meeting unan- 
imously adopt said amendment to the Rules and Regulations of 
The North Carolina State Bar as provided in General Statutes 
Chapter 84. 
Given over my hand and the Seal of The North Carolina State 
Bar, this the 2nd day of September, 1969. 
B. E. James, Secretary-Treasurer 
The North Carolina State Bar 


After examining the foregoing amendment to the Rules and 
Regulations as adopted by the Council of The North Carolina State 
Bar, it is my opinion that the same is not inconsistent with Article 
4, Chapter 84 of the General Statutes. 

This the 5th day of September, 1969. 


R. Hunt PARKER 
Chief Justice 
Supreme Court of North Carolina 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendment to the Rules and Regulations of The North Carolina 
State Bar be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and 
that it be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as 
provided by the Act incorporating The North Carolina State Bar. 

This the 5th day of September, 1969. 


HUusKINS, J. 
For the Court 
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The following amendments to the Rules and Regulations of The 
North Carolina State Bar were duly adopted at a regular quarterly 
meeting of the Council of The North Carolina State Bar. 

The Rules and Regulations Relating to the Appointment of 
Counsel for Indigent Defendants pursuant to Chapter 1080 of the 
Session Laws of 1963 as appears in 259 N.C. 742, are repealed and 
the same are written in accordance with the provisions of Section 
7A-509, Chapter 1013, of the Session Laws of 1969, as follows: 


REGULATIONS RELATING TO THE APPOINTMENT OF 
COUNSEL FOR INDIGENT DEFENDANTS AS PROVIDED 
BY 7A-501 OF CHAPTER 1013 OF THE SESSION LAWS 
OF 1969 


Article I. Authority 
Section 1.1. These Rules and Regulations are issued pursuant 
to the authority contained in Section 7A-509, Chapter 1018 of the 
Session Laws of 1969. 


Article II. Determination of Indigency 

Section 2.1. Prior to the appointment of counsel on grounds of 
indigency, the Court shall require the defendant to complete and 
sign under oath an Affidavit of Indigency in a form approved by 
the Director of the Administrative Office of the Courts. 

Section 2.2, Prior to the call of the case for trial, the judge 
shall make reasonable inquiry of the defendant personally under 
oath to determine the truth of the statements made in the Affidavit 
of Indigency. 

Section 2.8. The defendant’s Affidavit of Indigency shall be 
filed in the records of the case. 


Section 2.4. Upon the basis of the defendant’s Affidavit of In- 
digency, his statements to the Court on this subject, and such other 
information as may be brought to the attention of the Court which 
shall be made a part of the record in the case, the Court shall de- 
termine whether or not the defendant is in fact indigent. 


Article III. Waiver of Counsel 


Section 3.1. Any defendant desiring to waive the right to coun- 
sel as provided in Section 7A-507 shall complete and sign under 
oath a Waiver of Counsel in a form approved by the Director of 
the Administrative Office of the Courts. If such defendant waives 
the right to counsel but refuses to execute such waiver, the Court 
shall so certify in a form approved by the Director of the Adminis- 
trative Office of the Courts. 
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Section 3.2. Prior to the call of the case for trial, the Judge 
shall make reasonable inquiry of the defendant personally to deter- 
mine that the defendant has understandingly waived his nght to 
counsel, 


Section 3.8. The Judge, upon being so satisfied, shall accept the 
Waiver of Counsel executed by the defendant, sign the same and 
cause it to be filed in the record of the case. 


Article IV. Appointment of Counsel 

Section 4.1. Any district bar as provided in G.S. 84-18, pro- 
vided this shall not apply to the Twelfth and Eighteenth Judicial 
Districts, shall adopt a plan for the naming and designation of the 
attorneys to serve as assigned counsel. Such plan may be applicable 
to the entire district, or, at the election of the district bar, separate 
plans may be adopted by the district bar for use in each separate 
county within the district. 


Section 4.2, Such plan or plans as adopted by the district bar, 
shall be certified to the Clerk of Superior Court of each county to 
which each plan is applicable and shall constitute the method by 
which counsel shall be selected in said district for appointment as 
counsel to indigent defendants. Thereafter all appointments of coun- 
sel for indigent defendants in said district shall be made in con- 
formity with such plan or plans, unless the trial judge in the ex- 
ercise of his sound discretion deems it proper in furtherance of jus- 
tice to appoint as a counsel for an indigent defendant or defendants 
some lawyer or lawyers residing and practicing in the judicial dis- 
trict, who is or are not on the plan or list certified to the Clerk of 
Superior Court, and if so, he is authorized to appoint as counsel to 
represent an indigent defendant some lawyer or lawyers not on said 
plan or list residing and practicing in the judicial district. 

Section 4.8. No attorney shall be appointed as counsel for an 
indigent defendant in a court of any district except the district in 
which he resides or maintains an office except by consent of counsel 
so appointed. 

Section 4.4. No indigent defendant shall be entitled or permit- 
ted to select or specify the attorney who shall be assigned to defend 
him. 

Section 4.5. The Clerk of Superior Court of each county shall 
file or record in his office, maintain and keep current the plan for 
the assignment of counsel applicable to said county as certified to 
him by the district bar in which such county is located. 


Section 4.6. The Clerk of Superior Court of each county shall 
keep a record of all counsel eligible for appointment under the plan 
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applicable to said county as certified to him by the district bar 
and a permanent record of the appointments made under said plan. 

Section 4.7. Orders for the appointment of counsel shall be 
entered by the court in a form approved by the Director of the Ad- 
ministrative Office of the Courts. 


Article V. Withdrawal by Counsel 


Section 5.1. At any time during or pending the trial or re-trial 
of a case, the trial Judge, the appointing judge, or the resident judge 
of the district, upon application of the attorney, and for good cause 
shown, may permit said attorney to withdraw from the defense of 
the case. 


Section 5.2. At any time after the trial of a case and during 
the pendency of an appeal, the trial attorney, for good cause shown, 
may apply to the Appellate Court for permission to withdraw from 
the defense of the case upon the appeal. 

Section 5.3. Applications for permission to withdraw as coun- 
sel shall be made only for good cause where compelling reasons or 
actual hardship exists. 


Article VI. Procedure for Payment Compensation 

Section 6.1. Upon completion of the representation of an in- 
digent defendant by appointed counsel in the trial court, the trial 
judge shall, upon application enter an order allowing such compen- 
sation as is provided in Section 7A-508. 

Section 6.2. Upon the completion of any appeal, the trial judge, 
the resident judge or the judge holding the courts of the district, 
shall, upon application, enter a supplemental order in the cause al- 
lowing the appointed attorney upon the appeal such additional com- 
pensation as may be appropriate. 

Section 6.3. Orders for the payment of compensation to coun- 
sel for representation of indigent defendants shall be entered by the 
judge in a form approved by the Director of the Administrative 
Office of the Courts. 

Section 6.4. Two certified copies of the order for the payment 
of fees shall be forwarded by the clerk of the Superior Court to 
the Administrative Office of the Courts, Attention: Assistant Di- 
rector, Raleigh, North Carolina, for payment. 

Section 6.5. Upon the entry of the order for the payment of 
counsel fees, the court shall upon final conviction likewise enter a 
judgment against the defendant for whom counsel was assigned in 
the amount allowed as counsel fees, said judgment to be in the 
form approved by the Direetor of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 


I, B. E. James, Secretary-Treasurer of The North Carolina State 
Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing amendments to the Rules 
and Regulations of The North Carolina State Bar have been duly 
adopted by the Council of The North Carolina State Bar and that 
said Council did by resolution, at a regular quarterly meeting unan- 
imously adopt said amendments to the Rules and Regulations of 
The North Carolina State Bar as provided in General Statutes 
Chapter 84. 


Given over my hand and the Seal of The North Carolina State 
Bar, this the 12th day of October, 1969. 


B. KE. James, Secretary 
The North Carolina State Bar 


After examining the foregoing Regulations Relating to the Ap- 
pointment of Counsel for Indigent Defendants, it is my opinion that 
the same complies with a permissible interpretation of Chapter 
1013 of the Session Laws of 1969 and Chapter 84 of the General 
Statutes incorporating The North Carolina State Bar. 


This the 16th day of September, 1969. 


R. Hunt Parker 
Chief Justice 
Supreme Court of North Carolina 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
Regulations Relating to the Appointment of Counsel for Indigent 
Defendants be spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and 
that they be published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as 
provided by the Act incorporating The North Carolina State Bar. 


This 16th day of September, 1969. 


Huskins, J. 
For the Court 
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The following amendment to the Rules and Regulations of The 
North Carolina State Bar was duly adopted at a regular quarterly 
meeting of the Council of The North Carolina State Bar. 

Article X of the Certificate of Organization of The North Car- 
olina State Bar be and the same is hereby amended by rewriting 
Canon D as appears in 261 N.C. 784 as follows: 


CANON D 
The Solicitor of any inferior court may appear in the Superior 
Court of that District on behalf of the State and at the re- 
quest of the District Solicitor and a Solicitor of the Superior 
Court may appear on behalf of the State in an inferior court 
in the district upon the request of the Solicitor of the inferior 
court. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
WAKE COUNTY 
I, B. E. James, Secretary-Treasurer of The North Carolina State 
Bar, do hereby certify that the foregoing Rules and Regulations 
of The North Carolina State Bar have been duly adopted by the 
Council of The North Carolina State Bar and that said Council 
did by resolution, at a regular quarterly meeting unanimously adopt 
said amendment to the Rules and Regulations of The North Car- 
olina State Bar as provided in General Statutes Chapter 84. 
Given over my hand and the Seal of The North Carolina State 
Bar, this the 18th day of December, 1969. 
B. E. James, Secretary 
The North Carolina State Bar 


After examining the foregoing amendment to the Canons of 
Ethics as adopted by the Council of The North Carolina State 
Bar, it is my opinion that the same are not inconsistent with 
Article 4, Chapter 84 of the General Statutes. 

This the 6th day of January, 1970. 

WiLtt4M H. BossBitt 
Chief Justice 
Supreme Court of North Carolina 


Upon the foregoing certificate, it is ordered that the foregoing 
amendments to the Canons of The North Carolina State Bar be 
spread upon the minutes of the Supreme Court and that they be 
published in the forthcoming volume of the Reports as provided 
by the Act incorporating The North Carolina State Bar. 

This the 6th day of January, 1970. 

J. FRANK HUSKINS 
For the Court 


HISTORY OF THE NORTH CAROLINA 
SUPREME COURT LIBRARY 


(July 1, 1969) 


By RAYMOND M. TAYLOR 


Marshal of the Supreme Court and Librarian of the Supreme 
Court Library 


If government is to be “of laws and not of men,” its laws must be 
recorded and preserved in an orderly manner that will make them 
accessible to all who are concerned with government. 


It could have been such a realization in 1812 that caused the Gen- 
eral Assembly of North Carolina then to adopt the law that resulted 
in the establishment of what today is the 66,000-volume North Car- 
olina Supreme Court Library. 


The law was ratified on Christmas Day of that year, and the law 
library that it established became and has remained especially im- 
portant because of being North Carolina’s only official repository of 
the printed legislative acts, codes, and court decisions of the Federal 
government and the governments of each of the individual states of 
the United States. 


Although relatively few people other than lawyers and State of- 
ficials ever have heard of the Supreme Court Library, the results of 
its users’ work have great influence upon the lives of all citizens of 
North Carolina. 


Foremost among the users of the Library are the Chicf Justice 
and the six Associate Justices of the Supreme Court of North Car- 
olina.2 Their chambers and courtroom, like the Supreme Court Li- 
brary, are in the Justice Building facing Capitol Square in Raleigh. 


Other official users include the Judges and staff of the Court of 
Appeals, the Governor and his staff, members of the General As- 
sembly and their staffs, the Attorney Genera] and his staff, and rep- 
resentatives of many other areas of State government. 


Although full utilization of the Library’s facilities is difficult for 
persons not trained in the use of lawbooks, the Library frequently 
is used by students, newsmen, and laymen who are interested in 
various aspects of the law. 


1 Mass. Const., DECLARATION OF Ricuts art. 30 (1780). 

2They are Chief Justice R. Hunt Parker and Associate Justices William H. 
Bobbitt, Carlisle W. Higgins, Susie Sharp, I]. Beverly Lake, Joseph Branch, and 
J. Frank Huskins. 
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It is remarkable that the Library has survived through the al- 
most 157 years of its history, because it has been moved several 
times, had its custody passed around among a variety of officials, 
had no formally-trained librarian on its staff except during the last 
four years, and had no more than a minimum budget and staff at 
any time. 

ESTABLISHING LEGISLATION 


Both the present Supreme Court Library and the present North 
Carolina State Library had their beginning with the 1812 law that 
placed upon the Secretary of State the duty to collect the books 
and documents received from the executive and the Congress of the 
United States and the executives and legislatures of the several 
states, and to bind, catalog, and keep those documents “for the use 
of the members of the General Assembly, heads of departments and 
judges of the supreme courts only.’ 


Responsibility for that library collection from 1812 to 1871 was 
held at various times by the Secretary of State, the Supreme Court 
Clerk, and a Librarian.* By at least 1848 the lawbooks had been 
separated from the non-law materials,’ and in 1866 a Catalogue of 
the North Carolina Law Library, Supreme Court Room was pub- 
lished. The Catalogue was prepared by O. H. Perry, State Li- 
brarian, and it lists approximately 2,000 books. 


February 15, 1871, marks the formal separation of the lawbooks 
from the non-law materials, the law collection being called the “law 
library of the supreme court” and the remainder of the collection 
being called the “state library.” 


The State’s total library collection had been known by several 
names. The 1812 law gave it no name at all; by 1817 it was referred 
to as the “Library of the State;’’® it sometimes was referred to as 


82 Rey. Laws of N.C., ch. 888 (Potter 1821). 

4 See R. BRADLEY, CATALOGUE OF THE SUPREME Court Liprary 8 (1914); 2 
Rev. Laws of N.C., ch. 888 (Potter 1821); Res., N.C. Laws 1817, p. 75; Res., 
N.C. Laws 1831-32, p. 141; N.C. Laws 1840-41, ch. 46; N.C. Pub, Laws 1842-3, 
ch. 54, § 1; N.C. Pub. Laws 1870-71, ch. 70. 

5A law ratified January 26, 1848, provided that certain rooms in the Capitol 
“be fitted up for the use of the Supreme Court, Clerk’s office, and Library be- 
longing to said court,” and it directed that “all that portion of the State Library, 
purchased for the use of the Supreme Court . . . shall be kept in said rooms, 
under the superintendence of the Clerk of said court.” N.C. Pub. Laws 1842-48. 
ch. 54, § 1. 

6 The Cataloque was printed in Raleigh by “NictioLts, GORMAN & NEATHERY, 
Book AND JOB PRINTERS.” 

7 See N.C. Pub. Laws 1870-71, ch. 70. 


8 Res., N.C. Laws 1817, p. 75. 
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the “Public Library;’® and it also was called the “State Library.’?° 


Perry’s 1866 Catalogue refers to the law collection as the “North 
Carolina Law Library,” the 1871 law calls it the “law library of the 
supreme court,”!? and an 1872 law calls it the “supreme court li- 
brary.’ 


That 1872 law directed that library funds be divided between the 
two libraries, appointed “the governor and judges of the supreme 
court” trustees of the ‘supreme court library,’ and appointed “the 
governor, superintendent of public instruction and the secretary of 
state” trustees of the “public library.” 


LOCATIONS 


The Supreme Court Library then was located in the Capitol where 
the Court had been assigned quarters upon that building’s completion 
in 1840. Although initially housed on the “[t]hird, or attic story” of 
the new Capitol,® legislation enacted in 1843 provided for the Court 
and its Library to move to rooms then occupied by the Comptroller,’ 
on the “[f]irst, the lower story.’’° Also housed in that building were 
the State government’s executive department, which now has ex- 
clusive occupancy of the Capitol, and the legislative department, 
which remained in the Capitol until the completion of the State 
Legislative Building in 1963. 


March 5, 1888, the Supreme Court was assigned its own build- 
ing. It was the present Labor Building on the northeast corner of 
Edenton Street and Salisbury Street in Raleigh. Known as the “Su- 
preme Court Building,’’’ that structure housed the Supreme Court, 
the Supreme Court Library, the Attorney General, the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, and the non-law collection that by then was 
known as the State Library.'® 


The Supreme Court Library had a substantial collection to move 


—_——. 





9 Res., N.C. Laws 1825, p. 90; N.C. Laws 1840-41, ch. 46. 

10 Res,, N.C. Laws 1840-41, p. 110; N.C. Laws 1844-45, ch. 62. 

11N.C. Pub. Laws 1870-71, ch. 70, § 38. 

12N.C, Pub. Laws 1871-72, ch. 169, § 1. 

13 Paton, Description of the Capitol, N.C. MANUAL 22, 23 (1967). 

14N.C. Pub. Laws 1842-48, ch. 54, § 1. 

15 Paton, supra note 18, at 22. 

16 Dedication of New Supreme Court Building, 99 N.C. 601 (1888); [Feb. 
1888] N.C. Sup. Cr. Minute Docket 261. 

17H. Jones, For History’s SakE 115 (1966). 

18 Td, 
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to that new building. The volume count was approximately 4,000 in 
1883'° and “nearly” 10,000 in 1892.%° 


By 1900 the count exceeded 13,000,771 and by 1914 the Supreme 
Court Library had more than 20,000 volumes.”? It was at about the 
time of that latter count that the Library moved again, that time to 
the “Administration Building.’** That structure now houses the 
Court of Appeals and the Utilities Commission. It is on the south 
side of Morgan Street, between Salisbury Street and Fayetteville Street, 
facing the Capitol, and its dedication ceremonies were held Febru- 
ary 1, 1914.74 


Finally, in July, 1940,?° the Supreme Court moved into its present 
home, the six-story Justice Building on the south side of Morgan 
Street, between Fayetteville Street and Wilmington Street, facing the 
Capitol. The Supreme Court Library then consisted of approximately 
39,000 volumes,?* and most of them were shelved on the Justice Build- 
ing’s fifth floor where the Library offices were and are located. 


In its Justice Building home the Library has grown by an aver- 
age of almost 1,000 volumes per year,?* and the count as of June 30, 
1969, was 66,071. 


The Library occupies approximately two miles of shelving spread 
over the entire fifth floor and located also in approximately 20 rooms 
on four other floors of the Justice Building. These rooms include the 
Justices’ chambers, offices of the Court’s officers, the courtroom and 
conference room of the Supreme Court, and the ground floor area 
that was assigned to the Library in 1966. 


HOLDINGS 


The collection is especially valuable not only because of the near 
completeness of its holdings of original state and Federal session 


419 R. BRADLEY, supra note 4, at 4. 
20 R. BRADLEY, CATALOGUE OF THE SUPREME Court Liprary III (1892). 


21 R, BRADLEY, CATALOG OF THE SUPREME Court Liprary 5 (1900). 

22. BraDLEy, CATALOGUE OF THE SUPREME CotrT Liprary 5 (1914). 

23 Id, See N.C, Pub. Laws 1911, ch. 66, § 4. The building was known also as 
the “Supreme Court Building.” Compare ADDRESSES AT THE UNVEILING AND PREs- 
ENTATION OF THE Btst oF WitsamM Gaston 50 (1915) with, e.g., MEMOIRS AND 
SPEECHES OF LocKE CRAIG 192 (M. Jones ed. 1923), and [Spring 19381] N.C. Sup. 
Cr. Minute Docker 1. A sign reading “Ruffin Building” was affixed to this 
structure in February, 1969. 

24R. BRADLEY, supra note 22. 

25 See EXPLANATIONS (CopE or 1948), ch. 7, § 1427(a). 

26 Sce [Feb. 1940-Feb. 1941] N.C. Sup. Cr. Lisrartan Rep. 1. 

27 See [1967-1968] N.C. Sup. Cr. MARSHAL AND LIBRARLAN ANN. Rep. 17. 
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laws, codes, and reported cases, but also because of the unique na- 
ture of many of its books. 


Oldest among the volumes is a copy of Brooke’s Abridgment 
“Imprinted at London in Fletestrete, within Temple Barre at the 
signe of the hande and starre by Richarde Tottyl the x1i of October 
Anno. Domini 1576,” almost four centuries ago. It is an abridgment 
of the Year Books, “the Law Reports of the Middle Ages” that “are 
by far the most important source of, and authority for, the medieval 
common law,’’§ 


Ancther edition of Brooke’s Abridgment in the Library’s collec- 
tion 1s popular with school children because it was printed in 1586, 
one year before Virginia Dare was born to a family of Sir Walter 
Raleigh’s colony on Roanoke Island. It is entitled La Graunde 
Abridgement, Collecte & escrie, per le Iudge tresreuerend Sir Robert 
Brooke Chiualer, nadgairs chiefe Iustice del common Banke. 


Also of interest to visitors to the Library is A Booke of Entries 
by Sir Edward Coke.?® This collection of pleadings was printed in 
1614, the year before its author became Chief Justice of England.*° 


Although the first three books printed in North Carolina were 
the Journals of the House of Burgesses for 1749, 1750, and 1751, no 
copies of these beoks are known to be in North Carolina today, and 
the first book to be printed in North Carolina and still to be found 
in the state is A Collection of All the Public Acts of Assembly, of 
The Province of North-Carolina: Now in Force and Use. It was 
printed in New Bern by James Davis, who also printed the early 
Journals,* 


The Supreme Court Library does not have a copy of the first edi- 
tion of the Collection that was published in 1751, but it has two 
copies bearing the date 1752 and containing the laws included in the 
1751 edition plus laws passed “At a General ASSEMBLY, held at 
Bath-Town, the Thirty First Day of Afarch, in the Year of our 
Lord One Thousand Seven Hundred and Fifty Two.” 


Not only docs the Supreme Court Library have hundreds of 


—s. 





282 W. Hortpsworty, A History or EnerisH Law 525, (8d ed, 1923); see 
generally id. 548-545, 
29 See 5 W. HorpswortH, A Hisrory oF Finerisi LAw 460-461 (1924). 


301 J. CAMPBELL, Trm LIvEs or THE CHIEF JUSTICES OF ENGLAND 887-888 
(1894). 

31 Powell, Introduction to THE JOURNAL OF THE HOUSE or BURGESSES OF THE 
PrRovINcE OF NorTH-CAROLINA (1749) vii, x-xi (1949). This Collection is known 
as “Swann’s Revisal.” and Powell states: “Only one copy —in the Public Record 
Office, London — is known of each of the Journals which preceded the Revisal.” 
Id. at xi. 
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books more than a century old, but new books arrive daily. The 
Library receives the latest cases and laws from the state and na- 
tional capitals and from private publishers as soon as they are 
printed. 


In addition, the Library maintains a collection of the codes of 
ordinances of approximately 50 North Carolina municipalities, com- 
plete sets of approximately 140 legal periodicals such as The North 
Carolina Law Review and the International Society of Barristers 
Quarterly, partial sets of approximately 50 legal periodicals, and 
several thousand treatises, textbooks, encyclopedias, dictionaries, and 
digests pertaining to the law generally or to special phases of it 
such as torts, trusts, criminal law, agency, constitutional law, med- 
ical jurisprudence, and negligence. 


LIBRARIANS 


Since February 15, 1871, when the “law library” and the “state 
library” formally were separated the Supreme Court Library has 
been in the charge of an officer of the Supreme Court. 


The 1871 law made it “the duty of the clerk of the supreme court 
to take charge of the law library of the supreme court, under such 
rules and reguiations as the justices of said court may prescribe.’’*? 
Thus, Wiliam Henry Bagley, who then was Clerk of the Supreme 
Court, became responsible for the Library. He was a former news- 
paper editor, State Senator, and Confederate officer who served as 
Supreme Court Clerk from January 18, 1869, to February 21, 1886.°? 


Bagley, at the Court’s direction, employed a deputy to act as 
Librarian,®* and he was relieved of his Library responsibilities Feb- 
ruary 9, 1888, when Robert Henry Bradley, who had been Supreme 
Court Marshal since 1879, became Librarian.*® Bradley’s election to 
the Librarian’s position was by authority of an 1883 law that made 
the Justices alone the trustees of the Library and had the effect of 
removing the Governor as a trustee.*® Bradley was the first person 
to hold the formal title of Supreme Court Librarian as well as the 
first to be both Marshal and Librarian.*7 


32N.C. Pub. Laws 1870-71, ch. 70, § 38. 

83 See Haywood, The Officers of the Court, 1819-1919, 176 N.C. 800, 806-809 
(1919). 

84 R, BRADLEY, supra note 4, at 4. 

85 [Feb. 18838] N.C, Sur. Crt. MINuTE DocxkeT 583; see generally Haywood, 
supra note 338, at 819-820. 

88N.C. Pub. Laws 1888, ch. 100. See also N.C. Pub. Laws 1871-72, ch. 169, 
§ 1. 


87 Haywood. supra note 33, at 819. 
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Bradley twice moved the Supreme Court Library, first from the 
Capitol to the present Labor Building, and from there to the build- 
ing that now houses the Court of Appeals and the Utilities Commis- 
sion. While in his charge the Library grew from what he called “a 
mere skeleton of a library, with about four thousand volumes,’’** to 
a collection that by 1914 contained “more than twenty thousand 
volumes.’’*® In 1885, early in Bradley’s period of service, the Court 
adopted the rule that existed until 1967 relative to the borrowing of 
books from the Supreme Court Library.*° 


Bradley’s service was terminated by his death May 17, 1918, and 
his successor as Marshal and Librarian effective May 21, 1918, was 
Marshall DeLancey Haywood, whose early career had included ser- 
vice as Assistant State Librarian and Assistant Supreme Court Li- 
brarian.*! 


Haywood is remembered particularly for his historical writings, 
having written Governor William Tryon, and His Administration in 
the Province of North Carohna, 1765-1771 (1903), Lives of the 
Bishops of North Carolina (1910), Ballads of Courageous Carolin- 
vans (1914), and Builders of the Old North State (1968). He served 
as Marshal and Librarian until his resignation November 15, 1930, 
“on account of ill health,’’*? and he dicd September 20, 1933.*° 


A former newspaperman, John Alexander Livingstone, was elected 
Librarian effective November 18, 1930.44 He had been an editor of 
newspapers in Gastonia and Wilmington and had worked as state 
news editor, legislative reporter, editorial writer, and Washington 


88 R,. BRADLEY, supra note 4, at 4. 
39 Td, at 5. 


407d. at 4. The rule was as follows: “No book belonging to the Supreme 
Court Library shall be taken therefrom, except in the Supreme Court chamber, 
unless by the Justices of the Court, the Governor, the Attorney General, or the 
head of some department of the executive branch of the State Government, 
without the special permission of the Marshal of the Court, and then only upon 
the application in writing of a judge of a Superior Court holding court or hear- 
ing some matter in the city of Raleigh, the President of the Senate, the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, or the chairman of the several committees of 
the General Assembly; and in such cases the Marshal shall enter in a book kept 
for the purpose the name of the officer requiring the same, the name and number 
of the volume taken, when taken, ancl when returned.” N.C. Sur. Cr. R. 41(2), 
44 N.C. Gen. Star. (1955). The Supreme Court repealed that rule December 7, 
1967. Annot., N.C. Sup. Cr. R. 41, 4A N.C. Gen. Svat. (Supp. 1967). 

41 See [Spring 1918] N.C. Sup. Cr. MinutTE Docxer 209; see generally 17 
WHo’s WHO IN AMERICA 1084 (1982). 

42 [Fall 1930] N.C. Sup. Cr. Minute Docket 56. 

43] WHO Was WHo In AMERICA 541 (19438). 


44 [Fall 1980] N.C. Sur. Cr. Minute Docxer 56. 
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correspondent for The News and Observer prior to beginning his 
service with the Court.* 


Livingstone was associate editor of the Commercial Law Journal 
during part of his tenure as Supreme Court Librarian, and he also 
maintained a private law office while serving as Librarian. 


Although the Supreme Court on June 30, 19386, “ordered” that 
Livingstone ‘“‘be given the duties of Marshal of the Supreme Court 
in addition to the duties of Librarian,’’** there is evidence that Liv- 
ingstone, unlike all of the Librarians who preceded and succeeded 
him, never served as Marshal. Edward Murray, who had been As- 
sistant Librarian under Haywood, was elected Marshal when Liv- 
ingstone was elected Librarian,*7 and Murray continued to perform 
the Marshal’s duties, but not to use the title, even after he became 
Clerk of the Supreme Court and until Livingstone died May 26, 
1937.#8 


The 31-year-old scholar-lawyer who was appointed June 30, 1937, 
to succeed Livingstone was Dillard Scott Gardner, who had practiced 
law three years and served four years as Associate Director of the 
Institute of Government immediately before becoming Marshal and 
Librarian of the Supreme Court.*® 


Gardner, who served in the dual positions until his death April 
15, 1964, had the unenviable task of moving the Library to the 
Justice Building in 1940, and the arrangement of shelving and books 
still is substantially as he planned it. 


45 See generally 17 WHo’s Wo IN AMERICA 1482 (1982); 1 Wio Was WHo 
IN AMERICA 737 (1948). 


46 [Fall 1986] N.C. Sup. Cr. Minute Docket 230. 


47 [Fall 1930] N.C. Sup. Cr. Minute Docker 56. Murray’s election as Mar- 
shal was effective November 15, 1930, “with additional duties as Assistant Li- 
brarian to be assigned by the Court... .” ZId. 


48 This information was given to the writer October 138, 1966, by John 
Samuel White, Mrs. Lena Hicks Rucker, and Miss Maude Etheridge Westbrook, 
three Supreme Court employees who also were employed by the Court during 
the time that Livingstone was Librarian. The North Carolina Reports do not 
list a Marshal for those years. Sce 208 N.C. iit (1988) ; 204 N.C, fii (1983) ; 205 
N.C. iii (19384); 206 N.C. iii (19384); 207 N.C. iii (1985); 208 N.C. iii (1986) ; 
209 N.C. iii (19386) ; 210 N.C. iii (1987) ; 211 N.C. iii (1937) ; 212 N.C. ili (1988). 
Murray was designated Acting Clerk effective July 18, 19382. [Fall 1932] N.C. 
Sup, Cr. Mrxute Docket 5. He was appointed Clerk effective June 28, 1988. 
[Spring 1988] N.C. Sup. Cr. Minute Docket 120. Livingstone’s widow, Mrs. 
Rosalie Preston Turner Livingstone, told the writer March 14, 1969, that her 
husband never served as Marshal, and that Chief Justice Walker Parker Stacy 
told her that her husband resigned his position with the Court on the morning 
of May 26, 1987, the day that he suffered a heart attack and died. 


49 [Spring 1987] N.C. Sup. Cr. MINUTE DockET 266; see generally 32 WHo’s 
WHO IN AMERICA 1105 (1962). 
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During his tenure the collection grew from approximately 35,530 
volumes®® to more than 60,000 volumes,®t and he became recognized 
as a writer and authority in several areas of law including evidence, 
jurisprudence, and the North Carolina Constitution. 


Gardner’s eminence as a law librarian is indicated by his service 
from 1956 to 1957 as President of the American Association of Law 
Libraries.®? 

RecENT DEVELOPMENTS 


June 8, 1964, the writer of this article was clected Marshal of the 
Supreme Court and Librarian o2 the Supreme Court Library effective 
July 1 of that year.®® Several subsequent developments in the Su- 
preme Court Library’s history have been as follows: 

1. Increased Appropriation — Although the Library’s appropri- 
ation for books and binding for the 1964-1965 fiscal year was only 
$9,000, a $14,165 allotment from the State’s Contingency and Emer- 
gency Fund in November, 1964, made a total of $23,165 available 
for books and binding in that fiscal year.°* The appropriation was 
$15,458 for 1965-1966;°° $15,073 for 1966-1967 ;** $21,500 for 1967- 
1968;°' and $25,000 for 1968-1969. Thus, the Library in recent years 
has been able to make far greater progress than before had been 
possible, the average annual appropriation for the preceeding 14 
years, 1950-1964, having been only $6,842.°5 


2. Code Collection— By use of a large portion of the Novem- 
ber, 1964, allotment from the State’s Contingency and I:mergency 
Fund the best available annotated code of each state of the United 
States has been acquired, some of the new codes replacing small un- 
annotated ones.®*” Also, municipal eodes have been given to the L1- 
brary by approximately 50 North Carolina municipalitics.”° 


50 See [Feb. 1987-Feb. 1988] N.C. Sup. Cr. LiprartAn Rep. 3. 

51 [Feb. 1963-Feb. 1964] N.C. Sup. Cr, LirprartaAn REp, 3. 

52 See gencrally Brandis, Jfemorial to Dillard Scott Gardner, 11 N.C. Bar 
43 (1964): and Oliver. In Memory of Dillard S. Gardner, 57 L. Lis. J. 242 
(1964); 4 Wo Was Woo In Awerica 345 (1968). 

53 [Spring 1964] N.C. Sup. Cr. Minute DockeT 2-3; see generally 35 WuHo’s 
Who iw America 2161 (1968); 11 WHo’s WHo IN THE SouTit AND SourvuWweEst 
1000 (1969). 

54 (1964] N.C. Sup. Cr. MArsHat-LIBRARIAN ANN. REp. 28. 

55 [1965] N.C. Sup. Cr. MARSHAL-LIBRARIAN ANN. Rep, 16-18. 

56 Td, 

57 [1967-1968] N.C. Step. Cr. Marsiran AND LIBRARIAN ANN. Rep. 24. 

58 See [1964] N.C. Sup. Cr. MarsHar-LiprarraAn ANN. Rep. 23, 

59 See [1964] N.C. Sup. Cr. MaArsuAt-LIBRARTIAN ANN. Rep. 15-17; [1965] 
N.C. Sup. Cr. MARSHAL-LIBRARIAN ANN. Rep, 12-15. 

60 Sce [1964] N.C. Sup. Cr. MarsHart-LiprAriAn ANN. Rep. 17; [1965] N.C. 
Sup. Cr. MARSHAL-LIBRARIAN ANN, REP. 3. 
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3. Textbooks — The Library’s treatise and textbook section has 
been updated by the purchase of later editions and the latest supple- 
ments of books already in the collection and by the addition of new 
volumes in important areas of the law.® 


4. Tax Service — The Library’s first complete loose-leaf tax ser- 
vice was acquired in 1965.® 


5. Special Collection Room — The preparation of a room for the 
proper storage of the Library’s most rare and valuable books has 
been a goal of the present Librarian since 1964. Although difficulties 
have been encountered, it is anticipated that work on the room will 
proceed toward satisfactory completion in 1969 and that special 
equipment thereafter will keep the room’s temperature and humidity 
at constant and desirable levels at all times.* 


6. Ground Floor Addition — December 12, 1966, the first books 
were moved into the Library’s new ground floor addition in which 
extensive remodeling and the installation of new shelving in quarters 
formerly occupied by the Board of Paroles provided space for the 
storage of approximately 10,000 books.® 


7. Professional Librarian — October 1, 1965, Miss Alice Cam- 
eron Reaves began work as Assistant Librarian succeeding Mrs. 
Mary Champion Broughton, who retired March 31, 1965, after hav- 
ing been employed in the Library since March 16, 1948.°° Miss Reaves 
received her degree of Master of Science in Library Science from 
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and has the dis- 
tinction of being the first formally-trained hbrarian to be a member 
of the Supreme Court Library staff.®° 


8. Staff Additions —A Contingency and Emergency Fund allot- 
ment in September, 1964, and a legislative appropriation in 1965 
made possible the employment of a Secretary to the Marshal and 
Librarian. This was the first addition to the Library staff in per- 
haps half a century, and the first person to hold the position was 


61 See [1965] N.C. Sup. Cr. MARSHAL-LIBRARIAN ANN. Rep. 14; [1966] N.C. 
Sup, Cr. MARSHAL-LIBRARIAN ANN, REP. 1-8. 

62 See [1965] N.C. Sup. CT. MARSHAL-LIBRARIAN ANN. Rep, 14. 

63 See [1964] N.C. Sur. Cr. MarsHar-Liprartran Ann. Rep. 19; [1965] N.C. 
Sup. Cr. MARSHAL-LIRARIAN ANN, Rep. 18-14; [1966] N.C. Sup. Cr. MArRSHAL- 
LIBRARIAN ANN. ReEp. 7; [1967-1968] N.C. Sup. CT. MarsHAL AND LIBRARIAN 
ANN. REP. 8. 

64 See [1966] N.C. Sue. Cr. MarsHatr-Liprartan ANN, Rep. 6-7; [1967-1968] 
N.C. Sup. Cr. Marsrat AND Liprartan ANN. Rep. 9. 

65 See [1965] N.C. Sup. Cr. MARSHAL-LIBRARIAN ANN. REP. 8-10, 

66 [1965] N.C. Sup. Cr. MARSHAL-LIBRARIAN ANN. REp. 10-11. 
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Miss Diane June Jackson.®’ A Library Assistant’s position was added 
in 1967 and the vacancy resulting from the transfer of William Lee 
Person, Janitor and Messenger, in 1967 was filled with a second Li- 
brary Assistant’s position.®* Eleven persons subsequently have oc- 
cupied these two positions.® 


9. Copy Service —A copy service was put into operation Sep- 
tember 24, 1965, as a result of a 1965 General Assembly appropria- 
tion that had been requested by the Librarian to enable the Court 
to acquire a modern dry-copy machine.”° This service enables per- 
sons throughout the state to obtain copies of Library material easily 
and quickly. During 1966, the first full calendar year of the service’s 
operation, fees totaling $524.80 were received for 2,624 copies that 
were made pursuant to 241 requests from persons in 34 North Car- 
olina towns.: Records for the 1967-1968 fiscal year show an increase 
in copy requests to 356 for the year, an increase in copies made to 
4,619, and an increase in receipts to $923.80." The steady increase 


67 The Library Catalogue issued in 1914 states that it was “Prepared and 
Arranged by R. H. Bradley, Librarian, Assisted by Hubert L. Shaw.” R. Brap- 
LEY, supra note 22, at 1. That indicates that the Library staff in 1914, as on July 
1, 1964, when this writer took office, consisted of a Librarian and an Assistant 
Librarian. The first secretary served September 11, 1964, to February 10, 1967, 
and she now is Mrs. David Mauk Conley. [1964] N.C. Sup. Cr. Marsrat-Lr- 
BRARIAN ANN. Rep. 14-15; [1967-1963] N.C. Sup. Cr, MarsHaL AND LIBRARIAN 
ANN. REP. 13. Her successors as Secretary have been Mrs. Gayle Hackett Pshyk, 
February 27, 1967, through October 31, 1967; Mrs. Shirley Jones Jenkins, De- 
cember 18, 1967, through June 30, 1968: and Mrs, Rebecca Talley Brisson, be- 
ginning August 5, 1968. See [1967-1968] N.C. Sup. Cr. MarsHAL AND LIBRARIAN 
ANN. Rep. 18-14. 


68 See [1967-1968] N.C. Sup. Cr. MarswAaL AND LIBRARIAN ANN. Rep. 14. 


69 They are Linwood Earl Benson. June 9, 1967. through September 8, 
1967; Sidney Kermit Martin, September 18, 1967, through March 8, 1968; Mrs. 
Helen Bell Wilson, September 21, 1967, through January 17, 1968; Dennis Luther 
Bruce, January 30, 1968, through January 27, 1969; Rodney Dickinson Boyette, 
June 4, 1968, through August 80, 1965; Lewis Patrick Warren, Jr., June 4, 1968, 
through August 80, 1968; Robert Scott Green, part time September 9, 1968, 
through September 20, 1968; Arthur Marvin Ingram, Jr., part time beginning 
September 9, 1968; Thomas Sims Erwin, part time September 30, 1968, through 
January 24, 1969; Richard Alan Whitfield, part time January 27, 1969, through 
May 20, 1969; and Mrs. Claris Smith Jones, beginning January 28, 1969. See 
[1967-1968] N.C. Sup. Cr. MarsHaL AND LIBRARIAN ANN, Rep. 14-15. Other Li- 
brary Assistants who have worked in the Library in recent years are William 
Judson Ready, early July through August 21, 1964; and Martin Nesbitt Erwin, 
July 1, 1965, through August 31, 1965. See [1964] N.C. Sup. Cr. Marsuat-Lt- 
BRARIAN ANN. Rep. 138-14; [1965] N.C. Sup. Cr. MaArsHat-LiprRaARIAN ANN. REP. 
11-12. Miss Bessie Mae (Betsy) Dowtin began work May 29, 1969, as a summer- 
time Library Aide. 

70 [1965] N.C. Sup. Ct. MARSHAL-LIBRARIAN ANN. Rep. 18-20. 

71 [1966] N.C. Sup. Cr. Marsuar-LipraRIAN ANN. Rep. 11-12. 


72 [1967-1968] N.C. Sup, Cr. MarsHAL AND LIBRARIAN ANN. REP. 26. 
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in the number of copy requests and fees received by the Library re- 
sulted in the installation of a copy machine in the main office of the 
Library on April 22, 1968,7* and records for the 1968-1969 fiscal year 
show an increase in copy requests to 568 for the year, an increase in 
copies made to 6,184, and an increase in receipts to $1,236.80. The 
Librarian is authorized to furnish both certified and uncertified 
coples,** and most copies are mailed or delivered within one hour af- 
ter the request for them is received. 


10. Card Catalog — Although the need for a ecard catalog has 
been felt for many years, the Library probably never has had a com- 
plete and accurate card catalog of its holdings. Upon the recom- 
mendation of the Librarian, the Supreme Court on March 1, 1967, 
“authorized and directed” him “to begin and continue work toward 
the preparation of a correct card catalog of the Supreme Court Li- 
brary as funds for that purpose from time to time are made avail- 
able,’ and the Court authorized the expenditure of $625 for a card 
catalog cabinct and $200 for an initial purchase of catalog cards. A 
30-drawer, 36,000-card capacity cabinet subsequently was purchased 
and a standard procedure was adopted whereby catalog cards for 
each new title received by the Library are ordered from the Library 
of Congress.’® 


ll. New Legislation —-The 1967 General Assembly enacted leg- 
islation effective July 1, 1967, rewriting the laws relating to the or- 
ganization of the Supreme Court and the Supreme Court Library 
and creating a Court of Appeals.‘® The most important respects in 
which that law relates to the Library and the most important re- 
lated developments subsequent to the passage of that legislation are 
as follows: 


a. Function—The new law states the Library’s function as 
follows: 


The primary function of the Supreme Court library is to 
serve the appellate division of the General Court of Justice, 
but it may render service to the trial divisions of the Gen- 
eral Court of Justice, to State agencies, and to the general 
public, under such regulations as the librarian. subject to 
the approval of the library committee, may promulgate.*? 


This statutory provision is particularly significant because it 1s 





738 Td. at 6-7. 

74N.C. Gen. Stat. § TA-18(f) (Supp. 1967). 
75 {d, at 1-2, 

76N.C. Laws 1967, ch. 108. 

77 N.C. Gen, Stat. § TA-18(b) (Supp. 1967). 
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the first legislative statement of the function of the Supreme Court 
Library and it serves to help resolve the “two contrary philosophies” 
on that subject."® 


b. Lnbrary Committee —The new law eliminated the provision 
for trustees of the Library® and provided for a Library Committee 
“to be composed of two justices of the Supreme Court appointed by 
the Chief Justice, and one judge of the Court of Appeals appointed 
by the Chief Judge.’*° July 26, 1967, Chief Justice R. Hunt Parker 
of the Supreme Court appointed Associate Justices Susie Sharp and 
I. Beverly Lake to the Library Committeec,*t and August 16, 1967, 
Chief Judge Raymond B. Mallard of the Court of Appeals appointed 
Judge David M. Britt to the Library Committee,*? Justice Sharp is 
chairman of that committee. 


ce. Rules— The new law repealed the statutes under which the 
Library had been operating, including authorization for the Supreme 
Court to prescribe Library rules and regulations,®’ and it gave to the 
Librarian the authority to make appropriate rules and regulations, 
subject to the approval of the Library Committee.** The Supreme 
Court repealed Supreme Court Rule 41 effective December 7, 1967," 
and the first cornprehensive rules for the Library became effective 
December 20, 1967, when North Carolina Supreme Court Library 
Rules were adopted. 


78 The “private library of the Court” philosophy has prevailed since at least 
1883 when N.C. Laws 1883, ch. 100 removed the Governor as a trustee of the 
Library and gave “charge of the court library” to “the justices of the supreme 
court and their respective successors in office.” The “state law library” philosophy 
is that the Library “has the duty of recognizing und meeting the needs of not 
only the members of the Court but also all State and local government officials 
and employees as well as members of the Bar and citizens throughout the State 
who desire the services of a complete, up-to-date, and adequately and compe- 
tently staffed law library.” See [1964] N.C. Sup. Cr. Marswar-Liprarian ANN. 
REP. 21-23. 

79 One of the laws it repealed provided that “[t]he justices of the Supreme 
Court shall be, ex officio, the trustees of the Supreme Court library” with “gen- 
eral charge and control of the library.” N.C. GEN. Stat. § 7-81 (1958). 

80 N.C. GEN. Stat. § 7A-18(d) (Supp. 1967). 

81 Memorandum from Parker, C.J. to Justice Sharp and Justice Lake, July 
26, 1967, on file in North Carolina Supreme Court Library and in [Spring 1967] 
N.C. Ste. Cr. Minute Docket 181-A. 

82 Memorandum from Mallard, Chief Judge, Court of Appeals, to Judge 
David M. Britt, August 16, 1967, on file in North Carolina Supreme Court Li- 
brary and in [Spring 1967] N.C. Sup. Cr. Minute Docket 182. 

83 Those statutes were N.C. Gen. Strat. §§ 7-30, 7-31, 7-32, and 7-33 (1953). 

84N.C. GEN, Stat. §§ 7TA-18(b) and 7A-18(d) (Supp. 1967). 

85 Annot., N.C. Sup. Cr. R. 41, 4A N.C. Gen. Star. (Supp. 1967). 


726 SUPREME COURT LIBRARY [275 


d. Seal of Office—The new law authorized the Librarian to 
adopt a seal of office,®* and effective July 1, 1967, he adopted a seal 
that he had designed and that was drawn by commercial artists of 
Ferree Studios. A metal seal substantially similar to the drawing 
was procured for use in impressing official documents, and it makes 
an impression two and one-eighth inches in diameter. In addition to 
the symbolic torch of truth in the center, evenly-balanced scales of 
justice, and opened book of law with the letters “N” on the left page 
and “C” on the right page as abbreviations of “North Carolina,” the 
seal contains an English inscription, three dates, and three Latin 
words. The inscription around the upper border is “SEAL OF THE LI- 
BRARIAN OF THE SUPREME COURT LIBRARY”; the inscrip- 
tion around the lower border is “STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA”; 
the date to the left of the flame is 1812, when the first legislation pro- 
viding for the Library was enacted; the date to the right of the flame 
is 1871, when the Supreme Court Library and the State Library form- 
ally were separated; and the date superimposed upon the torch handle 
beneath the book is 1967, when the new legislation relative to the Li- 
brary was enacted and the seal was adopted. The Latin words are 
BIBLIOTHECA, meaning “library” and being on a scroll beneath the 
torch and scales; LEX meaning “law” and being between the suspen- 
sion cords to the left pan of the scales; and JUS, meaning “right” or 
“justice” and being between the suspension cords to the right pan of 
the scales.* 


12. Federal Documents Agreement — October 15, 1968, the Su- 
preme Court Librarian and the State Librarian on behalf of their 
respective libraries entered into an agreement whereby the State Li- 
brary, being an official “Depository Library” for United States Gov- 
ernment publications, regularly acquires many of those publications 
that contain law or law-related material and places those publica- 
tions in the Supreme Court Library for use under the same rules that 
apply to all other items in the Supreme Court Library.** Some sim1- 
lar material had been added to the Supreme Court Library collection 
irregularly in prior years, but this agreement that was initiated by 
the Librarian of the Supreme Court Library provides for the Library 
hereafter regularly to acquire without cost the increasingly important 
printed laws, reports, decisions, opinions, rules, and regulations of 
Federal courts, legislative bodies, executive departments, regulatory 
commissions, and administrative agencies. 


86 N.C. Gen. Strat. § 7A-13(e) (Supp. 1967). 
87 See [1967-1968] N.C. Sup. Ct. MARSIIAL AND LIBRARIAN ANN. REP. 5, 


88 Letter from Raymond M. Taylor to Philip S. Ogilvie, November 1, 1968, 
and letter from Philip S. Ogilvie to Raymond M. Taylor, November 6, 1968, both 
on file in the North Carolina Supreme Court Library. 
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13. Hxchange Agreements—-Since July 1, 1964, the Supreme 
Court Library has initiated, formalized, or obtained confirmation of 
agreements with appropriate agencies of other states for the ex- 
change of session laws of 49 states,®® court reports of 42 states,°° and 
codes of 22 states.°' Materials from states that are not parties to 
exchange agreements are acquired by purchase. 


14. Citators — Although the Library’s collection of citators long 
was limited to units for North Carolina and the National Reporter 
System, special volumes for periodicals and popular-name references 
have been added and units for the other 49 states were acquired in 
June, 1969. 


15. Special Projects —In its effort to get the Library collection 
better organized, to have accurate records of Library holdings, to 
make the best possible use of all book storage space and other Li- 
brary facilities, and to maintain all Library material and equip- 
ment in the best possible condition, the Library staff since July 1, 
1964, always has been engaged in one or more special projects de- 
signed to help meet those objectives. Among those projects not al- 
ready mentioned have been or are inventorying and reorganizing the 
entire Library collection; setting up a complete and accurate system 
of records; preparing complete collections of North Carolina and 
United States session laws, codes, and court reports; withdrawing 
surplus items; rebinding, repairing, or replacing materials in bad 
condition; and improving the physical facilities by cleaning, paint- 
ing, and installing improved lighting. 


PRESENT STAFF AND Hours 


In addition to the Librarian, the Assistant Librarian, the Sec- 
retary, and the Library Assistants, the Library sometimes is staffed 
by the seven Research Assistants to the Justices of the Supreme 


89 Session laws exchanges are with all of the other states of the United 
States. 

90 Court reports exchanges are with all of the other states of the United 
States except Alaska, California, Kentucky, Missouri, North Dakota, Texas, and 
Washington. See [1966] N.C. Sup. Cr. MARSHAL-LIprARiAN ANN, Rep. 6. 

91 Code exchanges are with Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, 
Delaware, Idaho, Maine, Maryland, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada. New Hamp- 
shire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Utah, Vermont, Virginia, and Wyoming. [1964] N.C. Sup. Cr. MarsHat-Lt- 
BRARIAN ANN. REP. 16. 

92 See, e.g., [1967-1968] N.C. Sup. Cr. MarsyHat AND LIBRARTAN ANN, REP. 
9-12. 
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Court.°* The Research Assistants, who are recent law school grad- 
uates serving one-year clerkships with the Court, rotate with the 
permanent Library staff in keeping the Library open on Saturday 
mornings from 9:00 o’clock until 12:00 o’clock noon,®* except that 
the Library Committee customarily authorizes that the Library be 
closed on Saturdays during a portion of the summer. Library hours 
Monday through Friday are from 9:00 o’clock in the morning until 
5:00 o’clock in the afternoon.®® Use after hours is as provided by 
North Carolina Supreme Court Library Rules.% 


PAST AND FUTURE 

In his Fourth Institute Lord Coke wrote, “[L]et us now peruse 
our ancient authors, for out of the old fields must come the new 
corne,”’°7 

For almost 157 years the judges, legislators, executive officials, 
and lawyers of North Carolina have been able to peruse the ancient 
authors in the law collection that has grown into the present Supreme 
Court Library. Such opportunity for perusal and rewarding research 
has made clearer the understanding, greater the enlightenment, and 
wiser the decisions of those who through the years have interpreted 
and administered the old laws and made the new ones for our State. 


If they remain true to past tradition, meet present challenge, and 
adequately prepare for future need, those in charge of the Supreme 
Court Library now and in coming years will continue with increas- 
Ing perseverance the essential work of collecting, preserving, and 
making conveniently available for efficient use those valuable records 
of law, ancient and modern, so necessary to our society’s ongoing 
quest for perfect justice. 


Oe at At es Ol 


NAMES AND PERIODS OF SERVICE OF THE LIBRARIANS OF THE 
NORTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT LIBRARY 
Robert Henry Bradley.................... February 9, 1883 — May 17, 1918 
Marshall DeLancey Haywood....May 21, 1918— November 15, 1980 
John Alexander Livingstone... .. November 15, 19830 — May 26, 19387 
Dillard Scott Gardner 0... 00. June 30, 1937 — April 15, 1964 
Raymond Mason Taylor 0.00... July 1, 1964 — 





93 The Research Assistants for 1968-1969 have been as follows: Thomas 
Willis Haywood Alexander: Pender Roberts McElroy: John Cabriel Brecken- 
ridge Regan, III; Robert Livingston Thompson; Broxie Jay Nelson; George 
Verner Hanna, III: and William Preston Few. 

94N.C,. Sup. CT. LiprAry R. 3 (1967). 

95 Td, 

96N.C. Sup. Cr. Liprary R. 5 (1967). 

97 FE, CoKE, THE FOURTH PART OF THE INSTITUTES OF THE LAWS OF TINGLAND, 
CONCERNING THE JURISDICTION OF CourRTs 109 (1797). 


Printed by order of the Supreme Court in Conference, March 12, 1969. 


NORTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT 
LIBRARY RULES 


Pursuant to Section 7A-13 of the General Statutes of North Car- 
olina, the following rules for the North Carolina Supreme Court 
Library have been approved by the Library Committee and are 
hereby promulgated: 


RULES AND REGULATIONS 
SUPREME COURT LIBRARY 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


The following rules and regulations promulgated pursuant to 
Section 7A-13 of the Genera] Statutes of North Carolina shall 
apply to the use of the Supreme Court Library: 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


1. Short Title. — The following rules and regulations shall be 
known and may be cited as North Carolina Supreme Court Li- 
brary Rules. 


2. Definitions. — Subject to additional definitions contained in 
subsequent sections and applicable to specific parts of these Rules, 
and unless the context otherwise requires, the following definitions 
shall apply for purposes of these Rules: 


(a) “Assistant Librarian” means the Assistant Librarian of 
the Supreme Court Library. 


(b) “Librarian” means the Librarian of the Supreme Court 
Library. 

(c) “Library” means the North Carolina Supreme Court Li- 
brary. 

(d) “Library Committee” means that committee appointed and 
acting pursuant to Section 7A-13 of the General Statutes of North 
Carolina. 

(e) “Library material” means any book, paper, document, map, 
magazine, pamphlet, newspaper, manuscript, film, periodical, or other 
item or material, regardless of physical form or characteristics, that 
is a part of the collection or holdings of the Library. 

(f) “Official Register’ means that list of persons and positions 
that is denominated ‘Official Register” and that appears in that vol- 
ume of the Session Laws of North Carolina last published prior to 
the application of any Rule containing that term. 
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(zg) “Rules” means any rules or regulations contained in the 
North Carolina Supreme Court Library Rules. 


(h) “Staff” means any assistants or other persons or employees 
appointed by or working under the supervision of the Librarian of 
the Supreme Court Library. 


HOURS AND USE OF LIBRARY 


3. Hours.— Except when the Library Committee authorizes 
that it be closed, the Library shall be open for public use Monday 
through Friday of each week from nine o’clock each morning until 
five o’clock each afternoon and Saturday from nine o’clock in the 
morning until twelve o’clock noon. 


4. Use During Regular Hours.—-Any person who conducts 
himself in a quiet, orderly, and lawful manner and who abides by 
the Rules and the reasonable requests of the staff may visit the 
Library and reasonably use its material to such extent, in such 
manner, and for such duration as in the discretion of the Librarian 
or Assistant Librarian reasonably does not or will not interfere with 
the performance of the Library’s primary function of serving the 
Appellate Division of the General Court of Justice. 


5. Use After Hours.— Only the following persons may enter 
the Library or use the material or facilities of the Library when the 
Library is not open for public use as provided for by Rule 3: 


(a) Members and employees of the Supreme Court and the 
Court of Appeals. 


(b) Members of the North Carolina State Bar, Inc. who have 
offices in the Justice Building. 

(c) Any person who has a valid Library use permit issued un- 
der the hand and seal of the Librarian. The Librarian in his dis- 
cretion may issue Library use permits upon written application in 
the form prescribed by the Librarian. Each respective Library use 
permit shall be valid for the period determined by the Librarian 
in his discretion, but in no event shall a permit be valid for more 
than two years from the date of its issuance. The Librarian in his 
discretion may revoke any Library use permit at any time. 


6. Entrance and Exits. — All] visitors and users of the Library 
shall enter and leave the Library through an elevator except in 
emergency situations and times when an elevator is not in opera- 
tion. 

7. Conduct. — Smoking, consumption of food or beverages other 
than from water fountains in the Library, loud talking, boisterous 
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or disorderly conduct, and the use of dictating equipment shall not 
be permitted in the Library. 


USE OF MATERIAL 


8. Clearing of Tables. — At the end of each day the staff shall 
clear all tables and reshelve all unshelved books in the reading 
area of the Library; however, provided that no books shall be left 
on tables for more than two consecutive nights, the staff may leave 
material on tables overnight when the person using the material 
leaves on it a signed and dated request that it not be reshelved. 


9, Abuse of Material.—- No person shall damage or abuse any 
Library material or equipment in any respect. Marking, writing 
upon, cutting, tearing, defacing, disfiguring, soiling, obliterating, or 
breaking such material or equipment, or folding pages, closing a 
book with a writing instrument or other object within it, tearing 
out or removing any page or pocket part without authority, or stack- 
ing other books or heavy objects on an open book are included within 
this prohibition. 


10. Replacement of Lost Materials.—-Any person who unin- 
tentionally or inadvertently shall lose or misplace any Library ma- 
terial and for that reason fail to return it within the time that it 
is due to be returned shall, within thirty (80) days from such due 
date, make such replacement as will be acceptable to the Librarian 
in his discretion, or pay to the Library the fair value of the ma- 
terial as determined by the Librarian. 


SERVICES 


11. Copy Service, Fees, and Certification.— The Library shall 
operate a copy service by means of which it shall furnish requested 
copies of all or portions of any Library material that legally may 
be copied, such copies to be furnished subject to the following terms 
and conditions: 


(a) All copies requested by members and employees of the Su- 
preme Court and the Court of Appeals shall be furnished without 
charge. 


(b) Provided that the number of copies requested at any one 
time does not exceed ten (10) pages, or with the permission of the 
Librarian or the Assistant Librarian regardless of the number of 
copies requested, the Library shall furnish without charge such 
copies as personally are requested by persons holding positions listed 
in the Official Register and that such persons state are to be used 
in the discharge of their official duties; however, when the request 
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is for more than ten (10) pages at any one time, or total requests 
from the same person in any single month exceed fifty (50) pages, 
the Librarian or Assistant Librarian may require the approval of 
the Library Committee before making such copies without charge, 
such approval then to be given only for good cause shown and upon 
the written and signed application of the person requesting the copies. 


(c) Except as provided for in Sections (a) and (b) of this 
Rule, the Library shall charge and collect a fee of twenty cents 
($.20) per page for each copy that it makes. 


(d) The Librarian shall charge and collect a fee of one dollar 
($1.06) for each individual case, statute, or other distinct item that 
he certifies pursuant to Section 7A-13(f) of the General Statutes of 
North Carolina, except that certificates requested by persons hold- 
ing positions listed in the Official Register shall be provided without 
charge. Preparation of copies to be certified and the charges there- 
for, if any, shall be as provided by Sections (a), (b) and (c) of this 
Rule. 


(e) Fees for making or certifying copies shall be paid on or 
before delivery, except that copies requested by members of the 
North Carolina State Bar, Inc. may be made and delivered upon 
the condition that full payment will be made within forty-eight (48) 
hours after the delivery of the copies. 


12. Research Service.— No member of the Library staff shall 
do law research for or give legal advice or counsel to any person 
except as requested by a member of the Supreme Court or the Court 
of Appeals for his own use, or as authorized by the Librarian. 


BORROWING AND REMOVING MATERIAL 


13. Who May Borrow Material.—_-The following persons only 
may borrow and remove material from the Library: 


(a) Members and employees of the Supreme Court and the 
Court of Appeals, in person or upon his or her signed memorandum. 


(b) The Attorney General and members of his staff who are 
members of the North Carolina State Bar, Inc., in person or upon 
his or her signed memorandum. 

(c) The Governor and members of the Council of State, in per- 
son or upon his or her signed memorandum. 

(d) The President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and the respective chairmen of the committees of 
the General Assembly, in person or upon his or her signed memo- 
randum. : 
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(e) The heads or duly constituted representatives of established 
agencies or institutions that offer reciprocal services to the Library 
and that are engaged in what the Librarian in his discretion deems 
to be worthy educational, historical, brary, archival, or biblio- 
graphical activity for which they have a legitimate need to borrow 
the material requested. 

(f) The Secretary of the North Carolina State Bar, Inc., in 
person or upon his or her signed memorandum, as Jong as his or her 
office is in the Justice Building. 

14. Return of Borrowed Material. — Material borrowed from 
the Library shall be returned to the Library within the time pro- 
vided below: 

(a) Members of the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals 
shall return borrowed material as early as possible, but in no event 
shall any item be retained for more than one weck from the time 
of borrowing. 


(b) Borrowers who are not members of the Supreme Court or 
the Court of Appeals shall return borrowed material before the 
closing of the Library on the day that the item is borrowed except 
when upon the borrower’s written request stating good reason the 
Librarian or the Assistant Librarian in his or her respective discre- 
tion authorizes that any specific item be retained by the borrower 
until a later time as set by the Librarian or the Assistant Librarian. 


15. Receipts for Borrowed Material.— Each person who _ bor- 
rows material from the Library shall give a receipt therefor on a 
form prescribed for that purpose by the Librarian and available in 
the Library. 

16. Borrowing Proscriptions and Limitations.— The Librarian 
in his discretion may limit or proscribe the borrowing of old books, 
rare books, digests, indexes, general reference materials, looseleatf 
services, encyclopedias, advance sheets, and other materials that be- 
cause of their particular value, nature, or frequent use should re- 
main in the Library at all times or have only limited circulation. 

17. Removal from the Justice Building.— No borrower, except 
a Judge of the Court of Appeals upon his written request, may re- 
move any Library material from the Justice Building except when 
each of the following conditions exists: 

(a) It is not reasonably possible for the person desiring to use 
the material to do so within the Justice Building. 

(b) It is impracticable to copy the material by use of the fa- 
cilities available in the Justice Building, or such copies reasonably 
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would not serve the purpose of the person desiring to borrow the 
material. 


(c) Material that is identical or substantially the same may not 
be borrowed and removed from the North Carolina State Library 
or any other public library in Raleigh. 


(d) The material is not out of print and it reasonably could 
be replaced, 


(e) The Library has more than one copy of the material. 


18. Transportation of Material.— Library materials may not 
be sent through State Interoffice Mail or transported by or through 
any other person, agency, or means that the Librarian in his dis- 
cretion deems unsafe. 


INTERNAL RULES 


19. Policies and Procedures. — The Librarian shall be respon- 
sible for the general administration of the Library, and he shall 
execute the policies established by the Library Committee. 


PENALTY 


20. Contempt of Court.— Any person who intentionally and 
wilfully violates any North Carolina Supreme Court Library Rule 
shall, upon formal complaint filed in the Supreme Court by the Li- 
brarian, be subject to being adjudged in contempt of the Supreme 
Court. 

RECORDS AND ANNUAL REPORT 

21. Records and Annual Report.-—- The Librarian shall keep 
Library records in a form acceptable to the Library Committee, and 
on or before September 1 of each year he shall make to the Su- 


preme Court a summary report of Library activities for the fiscal 
year that ended on the preceding June 30. 


This the 20th day of December, 1967. 


RAYMOND M. TAYLOR 


Librarian 
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ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 


§ 3. Duties and Authority of Administrative Boards 


Evidence held insufficient to warrant court in restraining administrative 
decision to call for new bids for State contract. Electric Co. v. Turner, 493. 


§ 4. Order of Administrative Boards 
Administrative decision is not invalid merely because officer who made 


or participated in decision was not present when evidence was taken. Crau- 
ford v. Board of Education, 354. 


ADVERSE POSSESSION 


§ 1. Actual, Hostile and Continuous Possession 


Adverse possession defined. S. v. Brooks, 175. 

Telephone company’s possession and use of right-of-way across defendant’s 
land for its lines and underground cable did not inure to defendant’s benefit 
for purpose of showing possession of the land by defendant. Price v. Tomrich 
Corp., 385. 

Permission to hunt is evidence of an adverse claim but is not possession. 
Ibid. 


§ 2. Hostile and Permissive Use 


Requirement of hostile possession to ripen title by adverse possession. 
S. v. Brooks, 175. 


§ 4. Lappage in Descriptions of Deeds 

To mature title under a junior grant when a portion of the boundary of 
the grant laps on a superior title, the owner of the junior grant must show 
adverse and exclusive possession of the lappage or the law will presume 
possession to be in the true owner as to all that portion of the lappage not 
actually occupied by the junior clairnant. Price v. Tomrich Corp., 385. 


§ 6. Tacking Possession 

Beneficiary under a will is entitled to tack her adverse possession of lap- 
page to such possession by the testator as she is able to establish. Price v. 
Tomrich Corp., 380. 


§ 17. Color of Title 

Color of title defined. Price v. Tomrich Corp., 385. 

A commissioner’s deed constitutes color of title Jbid. 

Where description in a valid deed embraces land not owned by the 
grantor, the deed constitutes color of title to that portion which grantor does 
not own. J/bdid. 


§ 28. Burden of Proof 
Party claiming title by adverse possession has burden of proof on that 
issue. S. v. Brooks, 175. 


§ 24. Competency and Relevancy of Evidence 

Party having burden of proof of adverse possession must locate land 
claimed by fitting description contairied in paper writing offered as evidence 
of title to land’s surface. S. v. Brooks, 175. 

Person claiming title by adverse possession may introduce evidence that 
he listed and paid taxes on the land. Jbid. 
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ADVERSE POSSESSION — Continued 


Evidence that those claiming property by thirty years adverse possession 
has sold property adjacent to the property claimed jis not evidence of adverse 
possession of the locus in quo. Ibid. 


§ 25. Sufficiency of Evidence 

Defendant’s evidence held insufficient to show 30 years adverse possession 
of marshlands allegedly owned by the State. 8. v. Brooks, 175. 

One cannot gain title by adverse possession to unenclosed land by using 
it for grazing where others made similar use of the land during statutory 
period. ibid. 

Testimony that the lines on the ground are as shown by a map introduced 
into evidence is insufficient to shaw adverse possession for thirty years. Ibid. 

In action in trespass to try title wherein plaintiff and defendant dispute 
a lappage of 2.82 acres and defendant has the superior record title to the dis- 
puted lappage but is not in possession, plaintiff’s evidence is insufficient to 
show continuous possession of the lappage for more than seven years under 
color of title. Price v. Tomrich Corp., 3865. 


APPEAL AND ERROR 


§ 2. Appellate Jurisdiction in General 


The Supreme Court must determine which is the superior of two. conflict- 
ing rules of law. Nicholson vu. Hducation Assistance Authority, 489. 


§$ 3. Review of Constitutional Questions 

The Supreme Court will not determine the constitutionality of a statute 
in a proceeding in which there is no actual antagonistic interest between the 
parties. Nicholson v. Education Assistance Authority, 489, 


§ 4. Theory of Trial in Lower Court 
Theory on which case was tried must be theory on appeal. S. v. Brooks, 
175. 


§ 5. Matters Cognizable Ex Mero Motu 
The Supreme Court will take notice ex mero motu of defect or fatal error 
appearing on the face of the record proper. 8S. v. Conrad, 342. 


§ 6. Judgments and Orders Appealable 

An appeal may be taken from any order or judgment of a juvenile court 
to the Court of Appeals, such appeals being on the record on questions of law 
or legal inference, In re Burrus, 517. 


§$ 9. Moot Questions 

When, pending an appeal to the Supreme Court, a development occurs by 
reason of which the questions originally in controversy between the parties 
are no longer at issue, the appeal will be dismissed. Parent-Teacher Assoc. v. 
Bd. of Education, 675. . 

In action to enjoin county board of education from permitting technical 
institute to use former school building for adult vocational education, appeal 
from decision of Court of Appeals is dismissed as moot where activities of 
technical institute at school building in question have ceased since decision of 
Court of Appeals. Ibid. 
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APPEAL AND ERROR—Continued 


§ 19. Appeals in Forma Pauperis 


Appeals in forma pauperis in juvenile proceedings tried in the district 
court are governed by the statute applicable to civil actions. In re Burrus, 517. 

In this juvenile delinquency proceeding, the district court did not err 
in declining to issue an order providing for an appeal in forma pauperis where 
the required affidavit and certificate of counsel were not filed in compliance 
with G.S. 1-288. bid. 


§ 24. Objections, Exceptions and Assignments of Error 


Necessity for objections, exceptions and assignments of error. S. v. Brooks, 
175. 


§ 26. Exceptions and Assignments of Error to Judgment 


Where there is error on the face of the record, an appeal presents the 
matter for review. In re Burrus, 517. 


§ 59. Judgments on Motions to Nonsuit 


In reviewing a judgment of nonsuit, the appellate court will ordinarily 
discuss only so much of the evidence as discloses the basis for decision. Jerni- 
gan v. R. R. Co, 277. 


§ 68. Law of the Case 


Construction of alleged insurance binders and their legal effect by Su- 
preme Court upon prior appeal is conclusive. Wiles v. Mullinag, 478. 


ARREST AND BAIL 


§ 8. Arrest Without Warrant 


Arrest without warrant for misdemeanor not committed in presence of 
arresting officer is illegal. S. v. Moore, 141. 


8 8. Wrongful Arrest 


Defendants were not prejudiced by refusal of trial judge to allow de 
fendants’ counsel to question police officer as to identity of informer who 
gave information leading to defendant’s arrest where illegality of arrest has 
been established. 8S. v. Moore, 141. 


ATTORNEY AND CLIENT 


§ 3. Scope and Duration of Attorney’s Authority 


Client’s right to be represented by an attorney cannot be taken away from 
him upon a factual dispute. Hagins v. Redevelopment Comm., 90. 


AUTOMOBILES 


§ 8. Attention to Road, Look-Out and Due Care 


Operator of a motor vehicle is under duty to keep his vehicle under con- 
trol and to keep a reasonably carefu: lookout, and he is held to the duty of 
seeing what he ought to have seen. Bowen v. Gardner, 363. 


§ 40. Pedestrians 
Pedestrian in an unmarked crosswalk may assume that motorist will 
yield right-of-way to him. Bowen v. Gardner, 368, 
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AUTOMOBILES—Continued 
§ 62. Motorcycles 
Evidence held sufficient for jury on issue of defendant’s negligence in 
failing to keep a proper lookout in striking pedestrian with motorcycle in 
unmarked crosswalk at intersection. Bou:en v. Gardner, 363. 


§ 83. Nonsuit for Pedestrian’s Contributory Negligence 


Plaintiff pedestrian was not contributorily negligent as a matter of law 
in failing to see a motorcycle which struck her, where her evidence tends to 
show that she was crossing the street at an unmarked crosswalk at an inter- 
section and had the right-of-way. Bowen v. Gardner, 363. 


8 105. Sufficiency of Evidence on Issue of Respondeat Superior 


Proof of motoreycle registration in name of father is prima facie evidence 
of ownership by him and agency in son who was driving. Bowen wv. Gardner, 
363. 


§$ 180. Punishment for Violation of G.S. 20-138 

The offense of operating an automobile upon the public streets while 
under the influence of intoxicating liquor is a general misdemeanor for which 
an offender, for the first offense, may be imprisoned for two years in the dis- 
cretion of the court. S. v. Morris, 50. 


§ 140. Operating Motorcycle Without Wearing Safety Helmet 


Statute requiring motorcycle operator to wear protective helmet held 
constitutional. 8. v. Anderson, 168. 


BILLS AND NOTES 

§ 7. Indorsement 

An indorsement of a negotiable note has two independent aspects or func- 
tions: (1) it negotiates the paper, as contrasted with a mere assignment of 
it, so as to make the taker a “holder” and, if the other requisites for such 
status are present, a “holder in due course;” (2) it is, itself, a contract sep- 
arate and apart from the contract, or contracts, of prior parties so transferred 
to the new holder. Yates v. Brown, 634. 


$ 9. Indorsers 

The fact that the consideration paid by an indorsee for the transfer of 
notes was approximately 50 percent of the face value of the notes does not 
preclude the indorsee from recovering the full face value of one of the notes, 
where the indorsers undertook a contract of general indorsement. Yates v. 
Brown, 6384. 

In action by indorsee of negotiable note to recover from the indorsers 
upon an alleged contract of indorsement contained on the back of the note 
and in a contemporaneously executed document entitled “Assignment and 
Transfer’, the writing on the back of the note and in the document, when 
construed together in the light of circumstances surrounding the execution 
thereof, is held to constitute a qualified indorsement. Ibid. 


§ 16. Actions on Notes; Questions of Law 

Where there was no dispute as to the contents or genuineness of the 
writing on the back of a negotiable note, it was a question of law for the 
court whether the writing constituted a qualified or unqualified indorsement. 
Yates v. Brown, 634. 
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BILLS AND NOTES—Continued 


$ 20. Presumptions and Burden of Proof 


Where the contract of indorsement of a negotiable note was prepared by 
plaintiff’s attorney, any ambiguity in the contract must be resolyed, if rea- 
sonably possible, by construction favorable to the defendants; and the at- 
torney must be assumed to have drafted the contract with the provisions of 
the Negotiable Instruments Law in mind. Yates v. Brown, 634. 


BOUNDARIES 


§ 2. Courses and Distances and Calls to Monuments 
Pstablished line of another tract is a fixed monument. Cutts v. Casey, 599. 
Actual distance between fixed menuments will control over conflicting 
distance called for in deed. Ibid. 


— 


§ 15. Verdict and Judgment 


In action in trespass to try title involving boundary dispute, court’s con- 
clusion that defendants are owners of lands described in answer are not sup- 
ported by the findings where court failed to make findings specifically locat- 
ing the disputed boundary lines. Cutts v. Casey, 599. 


BURGLARY AND UNLAWFUL BREAKINGS 


§ 6. Instructions 
Refusal of the court to give special instructions as to abandoned property 
was proper. S. v. Parrish, 69. 


COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 


Since issuance of tax exempt revenue bonds by the State Education As- 
sistance Authority for purpose of financing leans to college students does not 
pledge credit of the State, plaintiff, as taxpayer, can suffer no injury from the 
issuance of the bonds and has no standing to seek injunction restraining ac- 
tions of the Authority. Nicholson v. Education Assistance Authority, 439. 

Injunction will not issue to restrain expenditure of State funds by Edu- 
cation Assistance Authority where the Supreme Court has no assurance that 
the funds were not expended prior to the hearing and decision of the case on 
appeal. lbid. 


CONSPIRACY 


§ 8. Nature and Elements of Criminal Conspiracy 


A criminal conspiracy is the unlawful concurrence of two or more persons 
in a wicked scheme. S. v. Horton, 651. 

One person cannot conspire with himself. Ibid. 

There can be no conspiracy unless there is a union of wills. Ibid. 

If three or more persons conspire to commit a crime, the fact that there 
is a union of purpose between only two will not bar a prosecution and con- 
viction of the two. Ibid. 

Since the commission of an overt act is not an element of criminal con- 
spiracy in this jurisdiction, an attempted withdrawal by one of the conspirators 
prior to an overt act in furtherance of the agreement will not prevent a ver- 
dict of guilty of conspiracy. Ibid. 

It is not necessary that the purpose of the conspiracy be accomplished in 
order for a verdict of guilty to stand, Ibid. 
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CONSPIRACY — Continued 


Offense of conspiracy continues until the conspiracy is consummated or 
abandoned. S. v. Conrad, 342. 


§ 4. Warrant and Indictment 

Trial court did not err in denying defendant’s motion for bill of particu- 
lars setting forth names of “diverse others” referred to in conspiracy indict- 
ment. S. vw. Conrad, 342. 


§ 5. Relevancy and Competency of Evidence 

Acts performed and declarations made before the conspiracy was formed 
or after it terminated are admissible only against the person who committed 
the acts or made the declarations. S. v. Conrad, 342. 

Acts and declarations of each party to a conspiracy in furtherance of its 
objectives are admissible against other members. /bdid. 

In joint trial of three defendants for conspiracy to commit murder, the 
“right to confrontation rule” enunciated in Bruton v. United States is not vio- 
lated by admission of evidence of the acts or declarations of one defendant in 
furtherance of the conspiracy against other defendants who were present and 
participating at the time. Ibid. 


§ 6. Sufficiency of Evidence 

Evidence held sufficient for jury as to defendants’ guilt of conspiracy to 
commit murder. S. v. Conrad, 342. 

Because of the nature of the offense of criminal conspiracy, courts have 
allowed wide latitude in the order in which pertinent facts are offered in evi- 
dence, and a verdict rested thereon will not be disturbed if at the close of the 
evidence every constituent of the offense charged has been proved. Ibid. 

In a prosecution charging femme defendant with unlawful conspiracy 
with two other persons to murder her husband, the State’s evidence as to 
the existence of the conspiracy was sufficient to withstand defendant’s mo- 
tions for nonsuit. notwithstanding that the co-conspirators, who were witnesses 
for the State, testified that they never intended to kill defendant’s husband but 
only intended to trick defendant into giving them money. S. v. Horton, 651. 

A criminal conspiracy may be established by circumstantial evidence. Ibid. 

The unsupported testimony of a co-conspirator is sufficient to sustain a 
verdict, although the jury should receive and act upon such testimony with 
caution. Ibid. 


CONTEMPT OF COURT 


§ 2. Nature and Elements of Criminal Contempt 
Criminal contempt defined. Blue Jeans Corp. v. Clothing Workers, 504. 


§ 3. Civil Contempt 
A contempt proceeding is criminal in nature and may be resorted to in 
civil or criminal actions. Blue Jeans Corp. v. Clothing Workers, 504, 


§ 5. Orders to Show Cause 

In contempt proceeding against striking workers for the violation of re- 
straining order against unlawful picketing, the court properly followed pro- 
cedure for indirect contempt, G.S. 5-7, since the contemptuous acts were com- 
mitted outside the actual or constructive presence of the court. Blue Jeans 
Corp. v. Clothing Workers, 508. 
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CONTEMPT OF COURT — Continued 


§ 6. Hearings on Orders to Show Cause 


striking workers are not entitled to a trial by jury in criminal contempt 
proceeding, since criminal contempt is a petty offense and the constitutional 
right to jury trial does not extend to petty offenses. Blue Jeans Corp. v. 
Clothing Workers, 504. 


§ 8. Appeal and Review 
Contemnors are entitled to appeal from a judgment for contempt not 
committed in the presence of the court. Blue Jeans Corp. v. Clothing Workers, 
a04, 
CONTRACTS 


§ 12. Construction of Contracts 


Two sheets attached together as part of a single communication must be 
considered as one document. Wiles v. Aullinaxr, 473. 

Ail contemporanheously executed written instruments between the parties, 
relating to the subject matter of the contract. are to be construed together in 
determining what was undertaken. Yates v. Brown, 634. 

Where there was no dispute as to the contents or genuineness of the writ- 
ing on the back of a negotiable note, it was a question of law for the court 
whether the writing constituted a qualified or unqualified indorsement. Ibid. 


COUNTIES 
8 5. County Zoning 

The General Assembly may delegate to the counties powers of zoning. 
Jackson v. Bd. of Adjustment, 155. 

County zoning ordinance may not delegate powers to the county board of 
adjustment. Ibid. 

Provision of county zoning ordinance requiring board of adjustment to 
deny permit to a trailer home in an A-1 agrieultural district unless it finds 
that the permit would not adversely affect the public interest is invalid, but 
the granting of a Special exception in this case is held valid under other and 
lawful provisions of the ordinance. /6id. 


COURTS 


§ 15. Criminal Jurisdiction of Juvenile Courts 


Juvenile court has no jurisdiction of capital felony committed by offender 
who is 14 years of age or older. S. v. Rogers, 411. 

A juvenile has no constitutional right to a jury trial or a public trial in 
a juvenile court proceeding on the issue of his delinquency. fn re Burrus, 517. 

Juvenile proceedings are not “criminal prosecutions,” nor is a finding of 
delinquency in a juvenile proceeding synonymous with “conviction of a crime.” 
Lbid. 

The Fourteenth Amendment applies to prohibit the use of a coerced con- 
fession of a juvenile. /bid. 

Notice must be given the juvenile and his parents sufficiently in advance 
of scheduled court proceedings to afford them reasonable opportunity to pre- 
pare and the notice must set forth the alleged misconduct with particularity. 
ibid. 

In juvenile proceedings to determine delinquency which may result in 
commitment to an institution in which the juyenile’s freedom is curtailed, the 
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COURTS—Continued 


child and his parents must be notified of the child’s right to counsel and, if 
unable to afford counsel, to the appointment of same. JDdid. 

Juvenile proceedings to determine delinquency must be regarded as “crim- 
inal” for Fifth Amendment purposes of the privilege against self-incrimination. 
Ibid. 

Provision of G.S. 110-21 subjecting to supervision by the district court 
any child less than sixteen years of age who is delinquent or who violates any 
State law is not unconstitutional for vagueness. Ibid. 

Where juveniles were disciplined pursuant to G.S. 110-21 for violations of 
State law, it is unnecessary upon appeal to determine whether further pro- 
visions of the statute are void for vagueness in failing to define the terms 
“unruly,” “wayward,” “misdirected,” “disobedient,” or “beyond the control of 
their parents.” Ibid. 

The juvenile statutes are not unconstitutional in that a juvenile may be 
committed “during minority” for a violation of State law, which may be a 
longer period of time than the criminal law visits upon an adult for the vio- 
lation of the same statute. Ibid. 

An appeal may be taken from any order or judgment of a juvenile court 
to the Court of Appeals, such appeals being on the record on questions of law 
or legal inference. Ibid. 

Statutes dealing with appointment of counsel to represent an indigent 
criminal defendant upon appeal and permitting them to appeal in forma 
pauperis have no application to appeals from juvenile proceedings in the 
district court, such appeals being governed by statute applicable to civil ac- 
tions. Ibid. 

When the juvenile court finds that a child is delinquent, neglected or in 
need of more suitable guidance, the court may use any one of the alternative 
dispositions set forth in G.S. 110-29 but is not empowered to use two or more 
at the same time. Ibid. 

Where the juvenile court placed each child on probation subject to the 
conditions named in the order, the court exhausted its immediate authority, 
and further provision of the order in each case which adjudged that the ju- 
venile be committed to the custody of the county welfare department to be 
placed in a State institution for delinquents is unauthorized and must be 
deleted. Ibid. 

Probation of a juvenile may be revoked at any time the court finds the 
conditions of probation have been breached, and the court may then commit 
the juvenile or make such other disposition as it might have made at the time 
the child was placed on probation. Jbid. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 


§ 1. Supremacy of Federal Constitution 


The U. S. Supreme Court will not encroach upon the power of the States 
to make their own rules of evidence as long as they serve a legitimate pur- 
pose not prohibited by the U. 8S. Constitution. S. v. Bumper, 670. 


§ 4. Persons Entitled to Raise Constitutional Questions 


Constitutionality of a criminal statute may be challenged in an action to 
enjoin its enforcement where personal or property rights are affected. Kresge 
Co. v. Tomlinson, 1. 

Only one who is in immediate danger of sustaining direct injury from 
legislative action may assail the validity of such action. Nicholson v. Educa- 
tion Assistance Authority, 489. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued 


Taxpayer as such does not have standing to attack the constitutionality 
of any and all legislation. Jbid. 

Plaintift’s allegations that he is a stockholder in a corporation which pays 
taxes within the state does not give him standing to attack the constitu- 
tionality of legislation. Ibid. 


§ 6. Legislative Powers 

Supreme Court and the General Assembly are coordinate branches of 
the State government, and neither is the superior of the other. Nicholson v. 
Education Assistance Authority, 489. 


8 7. Delegation of Powers by the General Assembly 


Statutes delegating to Commissioner of Insurance authority to fix fire 
insurance rates comply with constitutional requirement that they prescribe 
sufficiently clear standards to control Commissioner’s discretion. In re Filing 
by Fire Ins. Rating Bureau, 15. 

Only the legislative branch of the government can authorize the power 
of eminent domain. S. v. Club Properties, 328. 


§ 8. Delegation of Authority to Municipal Corporations 


The Legislature may delegate to a municipality the authority to enact 
ordinances in the exercise of the police power. Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 454. 

Delegation of zoning power to municipal corporation is an exception to 
the rule that legislative powers may not be delegated. Jackson v. Bd. of Ad- 
justment, 155. 


§ 10. Judicial Powers 

Authority of the Supreme Court to declare an Act of the Legislature un- 
constitutional arises from its duty to determine the respective rights and 
liabilities of litigants. Nicholson v. Education Assistance Authority, 4389. 

The Constitution controls over a statute. /bid. 

The Supreme Court is not bound by stipulations that certain constitutional 
questions must be determined in a particular action. /bid. 


§ 11. Police Power 

Exercise of the police power of the State rests in the General Assembly. 
Kresge Co, v. Tomlinson, 1. 

The Legislature is under no compulsion to exercise the police power to 
its fullest extent. Utilities Comm. v. Electric Membership Corp., 250. 

In the exercise of the police power the Legislature may enact laws for 
protection of the public health, safety, morals and general welfare. Raleigh v. 
R. R. Co., 454; R. R. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 

Municipal ordinances enacted in exercise of the police power are subject 
to the same constitutional limitations as are police powers exercised by the 
State. Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 454. 

In reviewing an exercise of the police power, it is the sole duty of the 
eourts to ascertain whether the act violates any constitutional limitations. 
fbid; R. R. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 


§ 18. Safety and Health 

Statute requiring motorcycle operator to wear protective helmet held con- 
stitutional. S. v. Anderson, 168. 

Allocation of costs is a special factor to be considered by the courts in 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued 


determining the validity of a municipal ordinance requiring a railroad to re 
construct an overpass. Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 454. 

A municipality has the power, in the exercise of its police power to pro- 
mote public safety and convenience, to allocate to the railroad some portion of 
the cost of the installation and maintenance of automatic signal devices at 
grade crossings of its tracks with city streets. Rk. R. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 


§ 14. Morals and Public Welfare 


Municipal Sunday observance ordinance does not violate N. C. Constitn- 
tion nor due process clause of U. S. Constitution. Aresge Co. v. Tomlinson, 1. 


§ 20. Equal Protection 

Trial court did not err in denial of defendant's motion to quash Dill of 
indictment on ground that death penalty is used in a discriminatory manner 
against Negroes. S. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 21. Right to Security in Person and Property 


It is one of the incidents of the cherished right of private property that 
ordinarily an individual may expend his property in fighting a lost cause or 
for any legal purpose whatever. Hagins v. Redevelopment Comm., 90. 

The State and Federal Constitutions guarantee that in ordinary circum- 
stances a home may not be entered by law officers except under authority of 
a search warrant. S. v. Robbins, 587. 

No constitutional right of defendant was violated when police officer re- 
quired him to surrender for examination and analysis the pants worn by him 
at the time of his arrest. S. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 22. Religious Liberty 


The First Amendment, as made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth, 
commands that a state shall make no law respecting an establishment of re- 
ligion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof. Kresge Co. v. Tomlinson, 1. 

Municipal Sunday observance ordinance does not violate “establishment 
clause” of the First Amendment. Ibid. 


§ 23. Due Process; Vested Rights 


Railway company's constitutional right to substantive due process is not 
violated by allocation of a portion of the cost of installation and maintenance 
of automatic signal devices at grade crossings of its tracks with city streets. 
unless the portion of the costs allocated to it is so unreasonable as to consti- 
tute an arbitrary taking of the railway’s property. R. FR. Co. v. Winston- 
Salem, 465. 

Railroad’s right to due process was not violated by municipal ordinance 
requiring it to pay 68% of cost of installing automatic signal devices at two 
grade crossings and all of the annual cost of maintenance thereof. Ibid. 


§ 24. Requisites of Due Process 

Client’s right to be represented by an attorney cannot be taken away from 
him upon a factual dispute. Hagins v. Redevelopment Comm., 90. 

The right to recover damages for injury to one’s property is no less a 
property right than the right to sell or use the property which was damaged. 
Ibid. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued 


§ 29. Indictment and Trial by Duly Constituted Jury 


Striking workers are not entitled to a trial by jury in criminal contempt 
proceeding, since criminal contempt is a petty offense and the constitutional 
right to jury trial does not extend to petty offenses. Blue Jeans Corp. v. Cloth- 
ing Workers, 504. 

A juvenile has no constitutional right to a jury trial in a juvenile court 
proceeding on the issue of his delinquency. In re Burrus, 517. 

Right to a public trial in criminal prosecutions accorded by the Sixth 
Amendment to the U. 8S. Constitution is now applicable in both state and 
federal courts. Jbid. 

The use of a jury box containing only the names of property owners is 
not per se discriminatory as to race and does not unfairly narrow the choice 
of jurors so as to impinge defendant’s statutory or constitutional rights. 8. 
tv. Rogers, 411. 

In prosecution for first degree murder, the Constitution of the U. 8., as 
interpreted in Witherspoon v. Illinois, is not violated by allowance of State’s 
challenges for cause of prospective jurors who made it clear on voir dire 
examination that, before hearing any of the evidence, each of them had al- 
ready made up his mind that he would not return a verdict pursuant to which 
defendant might lawfully be executed, whatever the evidence. 8S. v. Atkinson, 
288. 

The State, as well as the defendant, is entitled to a fair and impartial 
jury. Ibid. 

Trial court may excuse prospective jurors without challenge by either 
party and as a result of information voluntarily disclosed by the prospective 
juror without questioning. /bid. 

Defendant was not deprived of a jury drawn from a cross section of the 
community when the trial court, in its discretion and on its own motion, ex- 
cused three prospective jurors who refused to take the customary oath for 
jurors. Ibid. 

Irregularity in forming a jury is waived by silence of the party at the 
time of the court’s action. bid. 

A defendant complaining of group discrimination in the selection of the 
jury has the burden of proving that the jury selected did not represent a fair 
eross section of the community. Ibid. 

Decision of U, 8S. v. Jackson does not forbid the courts of this State to 
impose the death sentence pursuant to a verdict of the jury in accordance 
with G.S. 14-17, Ibid. 

Former G.S. 15-162.1, which allowed defendant to plead guilty to first de- 
gree murder and receive a life sentence, did not discourage defendant from 
exercising his constitutional right to jury trial where defendant entered a 
plea of not guilty and was tried by jury. Jbid. 

Imposition of the death penalty for first degree murder is not unconsti- 
tutional per se. lbid. 

Decision of Witherspoon v. Illinois does not apply where jury recommends 
life imprisonment. S. v. Williams, TT. 

Defendant is not denied right to impartial jury on issue of guilt by ex- 
clusion of jurors haying scruples against capital punishment. Jbid. 

Statement in the record that the State inquired of each prospective juror 
in this rape prosecution as to whether he believed in capital punishment is 
insufficient to show that prospective jurors opposed to capital punishment were 
challenged for cause. 8. v. Rogers, 411. 
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§ 30. Due Process in Trial 


A juvenile has no constitutional right to a public trial in a juvenile court 
proceeding on the issue of his delinquency. In re Burrus, 517. 

A trial judge is not required to aid a defendant in the presentation of his 
defense. S. v. Morris, 50. 

Judged by the totality of the circumstances, the conduct of identification 
procedures at a police lineup may be so unnecessarily suggestive and conducive 
to irreparable mistaken identification as to constitute a denial of due process, 
thus rendering inadmissible evidence that a witness identified the accused at 
the lineup or any in-court identification by witnesses who viewed the lineup 
unless the State shows on voir dire that the in-court identification is of inde- 
pendent origin and not the result of the illegal out-of-court confrontation. S. 
v. Rogers, 411. 

In rape prosecution, lineup confrontation at which defendant was only 
party who had a belt hanging around his neck was not unnecessarily sugges- 
tive so as to violate due process. Ibid. 

Defendant was denied his constitutional right to a speedy trial, entitling 
him to a dismissal of the prosecution, where there was a four-year delay be 
tween the issuance of a warrant charging defendant with a felony and the 
return of the indictment, and where the record shows the delay was the de- 
liberate choice of the solicitor and that the defendant was possibly prejudiced 
thereby. S. v. Johnson, 264. 

The accused has the burden to show that the delay of his trial was due 
to the neglect of the prosecution. Ibid. 

The constitutional guarantee of a speedy trial imposes the only limitation 
upon purposeful and oppressive delays between the date of a felonious offense 
and the commencement of the prosecution, and this guarantee cannot be im- 
pinged by legislative Mmitation. Ivid. 

The constitutional guarantee to a speedy trial does not outlaw good-faith 
delays which are reasonably necessary for the State to prepare and present 
its case. Ibid. 


§ 31. Right of Confrontation and Access to Evidence 


Admission in joint trial of nontestifying defendant’s extrajudicial confes- 
sion implicating a codefendant violates the codefendant’s right of confronta- 
tion. S. v. Parrish, 69; S. v. Williams, 77. 

In joint trial of three defendants for conspiracy to commit murder, the 
right to confrontation rule of Bruton v. United States is not violated by ad- 
mission of evidence of acts or declarations of cne defendant in furtherance 
of the conspiracy for consideration against other defendants. S. v. Conrad, 342. 

The right to confront affirms the common law rule that in criminal trials 
by jury the witness must be present and subject to cross-examination under 
oath. 8. v. Bumper, 670. 

The rule allowing the trial judge to exercise his discretion in limiting 
cross-examination for the purpose of impeachment when it becomes repetitious 
or argumentative does not violate provisions of the State or U. 8. Constitu- 
tions. Ibid. 

The State’s privilege against disclosure of an informant’s identity must 
give way where the disclosure of the informant’s identity or the contents of 
his communication is relevant or helpful to the defense of the accused or is 
essential to fair determination of a cause. S. v. Moore, 141. 

Defendants were not prejudiced by refusal of trial judge to allow defend- 
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ants’ eounsel to question police officers as to identity of informer who gave 
officer information leading to defendants’ arrest. Ibid. 

The right of confrontation guarantees to every defendant the right to face 
his accuser and to be present in person at every stage of the trial. S. vw. 
Afoore, 198. 


§ 382. Right to Counsel 


By virtue of the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments, a defendant who is 
charged with a misdemeanor amounting te a serious offense has a constitu- 
tional right to the assistance of counsel during his trial; that part of G.S. 
15-4.1 which conflicts with this decision is unconstitutional. S. v. Morris, 50. 

A serious offense is one for which the punishment exceeds six months’ 
imprisonment and $500 fine. bid. 

With respect to every defendant charged with a felony and not repre- 
sented by counsel, the judge of the superior court is required to (1) advise 
defendant that he is entitled to counsel, (2) ascertain if defendant is indigent 
and unable to employ counsel, and (8) appoint counsel for each defendant 
found to be indigent unless the right to counsel is intelligently and wunder- 
standingly waived. /bid. 

Where a defendant is aware of his constitutional right to counsel, failure 
of officers to so advise him is harmless. Lbid. 

U. S. Supreme Court decisions relating to right of accused to be repre- 
sented by counsel at lineup are inapplicable to case in which lineup occurred 
prior to June 12, 1967. S. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 33. Self-incrimination 

No constitutional right of defendant was violated when police officer re- 
quired him to surrender for examination and analysis the pants worn by him 
at the time of his arrest. S. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 36. Cruel and Unusual Punishment 


Punishment which does not exceed the limits fixed by statute cannot be 
classified as cruel and unusual in a constitutional Sense unless the punish- 
ment provisions of the statute itself are unconstitutional. S. v. Rogers, 411. 

What constitutes cruel and unusual punishment is question of law for the 
court and is hot subject to proof by expert opinion evidence. Jbdid. 

Imposition of death penalty for crime of rape is not unconstitutional per 
se. Ibid, 

In rape prosecution, trial court did net err in refusing to allow witness 
to give his expert opinion that the death penalty constitutes cruel and unusual 
punishment. Ibid. 

Upon appeal from inferior court for trial de novo in the superior court, 
superior court may impose punishment in excess of that imposed in the in- 
ferior court. 8S. v. Morris, 50. 


§ 37. Waiver of Constitutional Guaranties 


Waiver of counsel may not be presumed from a_ silent record. S. v. 
Morris, 50. 

Even in a capital case the constitutional right of an accused to be con- 
fronted by the witnesses against him is a personal privilege which he may 
waive. 8. v. Moore, 198. 

An accused cannot waive his right to be present at every stage of his 
trial upon an indictment charging him with a capital felony. /bid. 
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8 4. Crimes, Misdemeanors and Penalties 


A serious offense is one for which the authorized punishment exceeds six 
months imprisonment and a $500 fine. Blue Jeans Corp. v. Clothing Workers, 
504. 


§ 5. Mental Capacity 

The test of insanity as a defense to a crime is the capacity of defendant 
to distinguish between right and wrong at the time of and in respect to the 
matter under investigation, 8S. v. Atkinson, 288. 

Evidence tending to show the mental condition of accused both before 
and after commission of the act is competent, Jbid. 

Defendant has the burden of establishing defense of insanity to the satis- 
faction of the jury. Jbdid. 

In first degree murder prosecution, the court properly allowed psychiatrist 
to testify he was of the opinion that defendant knew right from wrong on the 
date of the alleged crime. Jbid. 

Low mentality is no defense to a criminal charge, test of mental re 
sponsibility being whether defendant has the ability to distinguish between 
right and wrong. 8S. v. Rogers, 411. 

Trial court did not err in denial of motion to quash indictment on ground 
that defendant was only 14 years of age at time of alleged rape and had an 
I1.Q. of only 68. Ibid. 

Insanity is incapacity, from disease of the mind, to know the nature and 
quality of one’s act or to distinguish between right and wrong in relation 
thereto; in contrast, one who is completely unconscious when he commits an 
act otherwise punishable as a crime cannot know the nature and quality thereof 
or whether it is right or wrong. S. v. Mercer, 108. 

A jury finding that defendant intentionally shot the deceased and thereby 
proximately caused his death negates and refutes any contention that defend- 
ant was then unconscious; notwithstanding such a finding by the jury, the 
defendant is exempt from criminal responsibility if he satisfies the jury he 
was insane when he inflicted the fatal injury. Ibid. 

Unconsciousness is never an affirmative defense. Ibid. 

Person who is unconscious when he commits a criminal act generally 
cannot be held responsible therefor. bid. 

Unconsciousness and insanity are separate grounds for exemption from 
criminal responsibility. Ibid. 


§ 8. Limitations 
There is no statute of limitations for felonies. 8. v. Johnson, 264. 


§ 10. Accessories Before the Fact 


Elements of the offense of accessory before the fact. S. v. Benton, 378. 

Indictment is insufficient to charge defendant as accessory before the 
fact of murder of her husband where it alleges defendant counseled and pro- 
cured Raymond Hpley to “kill and murder Raymond Epley” and that Raymond 
Epley consequently murdered defendant’s husband. Jbdid. 

In order to convict defendant as an accessory before the fact to the 
murder of her husband, the State must satisfy the jury from the evidence 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the principal felon named in the indictment 
murdered defendant’s husband, and trial court erred in giving jury instruc- 
tions which implied or assumed that the crime had been committed by the 
principal felon. 7bid. 
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Although under G.S. 14-5 an accessory before the fact can be indicted and 
tried independently of the principal felon, the guilt of the principal must in 
all cases be alleged and proved to the same degree of certainty as if he him- 
self were on trial, that is, beyond a reasonable doubt. bid, 


§ 13. Jurisdiction 

Bill of indictment is insufficient to confer jurisdiction unless it alleges all 
essential elements of the offense. 8. v. Benton, 378. 

Superior court has jurisdiction to try 14-year-old defendant charged with 
capital felony of rape. S. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 15. Venue 
Trial court did not err in denial of defendant’s motion for change of 
venue on the ground of unfavorable pre-trial publicity. S. v. Conrad, 342. 


§ 24, Plea of Not Guilty 


Defendant’s plea of not guilty puts in issue every material element of the 
charge against him. 8S. v. Perry, 565, 


§ 26. Plea of Former Jeopardy 

Defendant awarded new trial by Supreme Court after receiving sentence 
of life imprisonment upon conviction of rape may be tried again for his life 
at his new trial. S. v. Wright, 242. 


§ 32. Burden of Proof and Presumptions 

Unless otherwise provided by statute, infants of the age of 14 and over 
are not entitled to any presumption of incapacity to commit crime. 8S. v. 
Rogers, 411. 


8 38. Facts in Issue and Relevant to Issues 


The amount of punishment is totally irrelevant to the issue of a defend- 
ant’s guilt. S. v. Rhodes, 584. 


§ 34. Evidence of Defendant’s Guilt of Other Offenses 


Wvidence that defendant was AWOL held not prejudicial in this case. 
S. v. Williams, TT. 

In prosecution charging defendant with homicide of his wife, evidence 
that defendant had intentionally inflicted injuries on his wife during the 
three years prior to her death is admissible. S. v. Moore, 198. 

In homicide prosecution, court properly allowed pathologist to testify 
that victim had been raped and to use photographs to illustrate his testimony 
in order to establish motive, premeditation, deliberation and malice on the 
part of defendant. S. v. Atkinson, 288. 

Evidence relevant to the question of defendant’s identity as the perpe- 
trator of the offense with which he is charged is not rendered incompetent by 
the mere fact that it discloses the commission by him of some other criminal 
offense. S. v. Perry, 565d. 


§ 42. Articles and Clothing Connected with the Crime 

In homicide prosecution, court properly admitted articles of bloodstained 
clothing and a bloodstained washeloth found on the body of deceased. S. v. 
Atkinson, 288. 
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In homicide prosecution, court properly admitted a shovel used by defend- 
ant to dig the grave where the body was found. /bid. 

In rape prosecution, articles of clothing identified as worn by victim at 
time of the crime and articles of clothing worn by defendant at time of his 
arrest are properly admitted into evidence. 8S. v. Rogers, 411. 

In this homicide prosecution, two bullets taken from the victim’s body 
were properly identified and were therefore admissible in evidence. S. v. 
Ross, 550. 

In a prosecution for kidnapping and rape, trial court properly admitted a 
bag and its contents that included a deck of cards bearing the name of de- 
fendant. S. v. Perry, 565. 


§ 48. Photographs 

In trial of defendant for three homicides, four photographs depicting sub- 
stantially the same scene which were identified as accurate representations of 
the clothed dead body of one victim at the crime scene and blood where an- 
other victim was found when officers arrived are competent for illustrative 
purposes, and whether all or a less number should have been admitted was 
within the discretion of the trial judge. 8S. v. Mercer, 108. 

In a homicide prosecution, three photographs of the deceased’s body at the 
funeral home with projecting probes indicating the point of entry, the course, 
and the point of exit of the bullet that caused his death are inflammatory and 
have no probative value in respect of any issue for determination by the jury 
where the evidence is uncontradicted as to the cause of death and all the evi- 
dence tended to show deceased was lying on a bed when shot. Jbdid. 

Fact that a colored photograph depicts a horrible, gruesome and revolt- 
ing scene indicating a vicious, calculated act of cruelty, malice or lust does 
not render the photograph incompetent. S. v. Atkinson, 288. 

Photograph of the body of deceased is not rendered inadmissible by the 
fact it was taken after the body had been moved from the place originally 
found to the morgue or other place for examination. Ibid. 

In prosecution for first degree murder of a child, the court properly ad- 
mitted photographs used by witnesses of the State to illustrate testimony con- 
cerning location and appearance of place where child’s body was found buried 
and the condition of the body. Jbid. 

It is not necessary that the photograph be taken by the witness if the wit- 
ness testifies that it correctly represents what he observed. Jbdid. 


§ 50. Expert and Opinion Testimony 

In rape prosecution, trial court did not err in refusing to allow witness 
to give his expert opinion that death penalty constitutes cruel and unusual 
punishment. 8. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 51. Qualification of Experts 

In prosecution for kidnapping and rape. admission of doctor’s opinion 
testimony was harmless error, notwithstanding there was no specific finding 
by the court that the witness was an expert. S. v. Perry, 565. 


8 53. Medical Expert Testimony 

In homicide prosecution, court properly allowed psychiatrist to give opinion 
that defendant knew right from wrong on date of the alleged crime, S. v. 
Atkinson, 288, 
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§ 66. Evidence of Identity by Sight 

In a prosecution for rape, testimony of the prosecutrix that she identified 
the defendant in a police identification lineup is admissible to corroborate her 
other testimony that she had identified the defendant prior to the lineup. S. 
uv. Primes, 61. 

In rape prosecution, lineup confrontation at which defendant was only 
party who had a belt hanging around his neck was not unnecessarily suggestive 
so as to violate due process. 8S. v. Rogers, 411. 

U. S. Supreme Court decisions relating to right of accused to be repre- 
sented by counsel at lineup are inapplicable to case in which lineup occurred 
prior to June 12, 1967. bid. 

Evidence that defendant was released from prison on the day before the 
commission of the offense charged is admissible to establish the identity of 
defendant as the perpetrator of the offense. S. v. Perry, 565. 

In prosecution for kidnapping and rape, State was not limited to prose- 
cutrix’ in-court identification of defendant as her assailant, but State could 
introduce other evidence relevant to the identification. Jbid. 

In-court identification of defendants was not rendered incompetent by 
fact that defendants were not represented by counsel when robbery victim 
recognized defendants and identified them as his assailants as they entered 
the county jail in custody of police officers some four hours after the robbery. 
S. v. Gatling, 625. 


§ 73. Hearsay Testimony 

In a homicide prosecution, testimony of defendant, who was a policeman 
by occupation, that he carried a pistol at the time of the homicide because he 
was instructed at the Institute of Government with respect to the right of 
off-duty peace officers to be armed, held properly excluded as hearsay. S. v. 
Walters, 615. 

Testimony by deputy sheriff as to statements of jailer over the telephone 
that there was trouble at defendant’s home and that defendant’s brothers 
were worried is held properly admitted on voir dire hearing in the absence 
of the jury, since the testimony was in explanation of why the officer went to 
defendant’s home. S. uv. Robbins, 537. 

Testimony by police officer as to a conversation he overheard between de- 
fendant and his niece in which defendant admitted his guilt of murdering his 
wife is held not in violation of the hearsay rule. Jbid. 


§ 75. Tests of Voluntariness and Admissibility of Confessions 

Confession obtained from person in custody as result of illegal arrest is 
not ipso facto inadmissible. 8S. v. Moore, 141. 

A confession does not become inadmissible solely upon the showing that 
defendant was wounded, in pain and in police custody when he confessed. S. 
vo. Williford, 575. 

Miranda rules are inapplicable where conversation between defendant and 
police officer took place in defendant’s home and defendant was not in cus- 
tody. S. v. Morris, 50. 

Miranda standards do not govern admissibility of defendant’s confession 
in retrial conducted subsequent te 18 June 1966 where defendant was orig- 
inally tried prior to 183 June 1966. 8%. v. Swann, 644. 

Determination by jury prior to 18 June 1966 that defendant was unable 
to plead and stand trial did not constitute a “trial” as used in decisions re- 
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lating to applicability of Miranda to confessions offered in trials and retrials be- 
gun after 18 June 1966. Jbid. 

Miranda standards apply to confessions obtained prior to 13 June 1966 
when offered at original trial of a defendant commenced after that date or 
any trial subsequent thereto, notwithstanding law enforcement officers com- 
plied with constitutional standards applicable when the confession was _ ob- 
tained. Ibid. 


§ 76. Determination and Effect of Admissibility of Confession 


Admission in joint trial of nontestifying defendant’s extrajudicial con- 
fession implicating ecodefendant violates the codefendant’s right of confronta- 
tion, S. v. Parrish, 69; S. v. Williams, T7. 

In this armed robbery prosecution, the trial court did not err in failing 
to strike testimony of defendant's confession admitted after a voir dire hear- 
ing when a police ofticer thereafter testitied before the jury that defendant 
told him, before he allegedly made the contession to another officer, that “I 
ain not going to tell you a damn thing.” S. v. Williford, S75. 

Findings of fact by the trial court were not sufficient to support court’s 
conclusion that incriminating statement made by defendant to police officer 
While receiving hospital treatment for gunshot wounds was voluntarily and 
understandingly made. Ibid. 

When a purported confession of a defendant is offered into evidence and 
defendant objects, the trial judge, in the absence of the jury, should hear evi- 
dence of both the State and the defendant upon the question of the voluntari- 
ness of defendant's statements. 8S. v. Moore, 141. 

Where State and defendants offer conflicting evidence at voir dire hear- 
ing to deterinine adimissibility of confessions, failure of trial court to make 
findings of fact to support conclusion that confessions were voluntary is 
prejudicial error, Ibid. 

Where Supreme Court passed upon admissibility of confession in former 
appeal of same case, reconsideration by Court of admissibility of such statement 
at defendant’s retrial is precluded by doctrine of law of the case. S. wv. 
Wright, 242. 

Findings supported by competent evidence held sufficient to support court’s 
conclusion that confession was voluntarily made. Jbid. 

In joint trial of three defendants for conspiracy to commit murder, the 
right to confrontation rule of Bruton v. United States is not violated by ad- 
mission of evidence of acts or declarations of one defendant in furtherance of 
the conspiracy for consideration against other defendants. 8. v. Conrad, 342. 


§ 77. Admissions and Declarations 


Adinissions of fact by a defendant pertinent to the issue which tend to 
prove his guilt of the offense charged are competent against him. S. v. Rob- 
bins, 537. 


§ 84. Evidence Obtained by Unlawful Means 


Deputy sheriff’s entry into defendant’s home witheut a warrant was law- 
ful, and consequently his testimony relating to the crime scene inside the 
home was properly admitted into evidence, where the officer entered the dwell- 
ing at the request of defendant’s brothers, S. v. lobbing, 587. 

In rape prosecution, pants taken from defendant after his arrest were 
properly admitted into evidence. 8S. v. Rogers, 411. 
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§ 88. Cross-examination 

The defendant is entitled to a full and fair cross-examination upon the 
subject of the witness’ examination-in-chief, and this is an absolute right 
rather than a privilege. S. v. Bumper, 670, 

Method and duration of cross-examination for the purpose of impeach- 
ment rest largely in the discretion of the trial court which may properly ex- 
clude such eross-examination when it becomes merely repetitious or argumen- 
tative. Ibid. 

The trial court did not commit prejudicial error in its rulings on defend- 
ant’s objection to questions which solicitor asked defendant on cross-examina- 
tion, where the questions involved collateral matters and defendant’s negative 
answers were conclusive. S. v. Ross, 550. 


§ 89. Credibility of Witnesses; Corroboration and Impeachment 


If a party interrogates a witness about a fact which would be favorable 
to the examiner if true, and receives a reply which is merely negative in its 
effect on examiner’s case, the exarainer may not by extrinsic evidence prove 
that the first witness had earlier stated that the fact was true as desired by 
the enquirer. S. v. Moore, 198. 


§ 90. Rule That Party May Not Discredit Own Witness 


A party may not impeach or discredit the character of his own witness. 
S. v. Horton, 651. 

If the witness for the State testified to facts against the State’s conten- 
tions, the State is not precluded from showing the facts to be other than as 
testified to by the witness. /bid. 


§ 91. Time of Trial and Continuance 


Possibility of unavoidable delay is inherent in every criminal prosecution. 
S. v. Johnson, 264. 


§ 99. Conduct of Court and Expression of Opinion on Evidence During 
Trial 


Comment by trial judge in ruling on solicitor’s objection te defense coun- 
sel’s questions concerning attempt of a key State’s witness to commit suicide 
that he did not see the relevancy but did not see the harm is held not to con- 
stitute prejudicial error where the court required the witness to answer. S. 
vw. Conrad, 342. 

Where solicitor stated that “defendant’s mother said that she didn’t re- 
member whether she was charged with killing her first husband or not,” com- 
ment by court that “I remember distinctly that she said it.” although inaec- 
curate, did not constitute expression of opinion as to the credibility of the 
witness. S. v. Atkinson, 288. 

A trial judge is not required to aid defendant in the presentation of his 
defense. S. v. Morris, 50. 

The trial court may propound competent questions to a witness in order 
to develop some relevant fact which had been overlooked. S. v. Robbins. 587. 

Trial court did not err in asking deputy sheriff leading questions on a 
voir dire hearing in the absence of the jury. /did. 


§ 103. Function of Court and Jury 


What is evidence is a question of law for the court: what the evidence 
proves or fails to prove is a question of fact for the jury. S. v. Walters, 615. 
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The amount of punishment which a verdict of guilty will empower the 
judge to impose is totally irrelevant to the issue of a defendant’s guilt and is, 
therefore, no concern of the jurors’. S. v. Rhodes, 584. 


§ 104. Consideration of Evidence on Motion to Nonsuit 


On motion for compulsory nonsuit made at the close of all the evidence, 
the evidence must be considered in the light most favorable to the State. S. 
vu. Primes, 61. 

In considering the motion for a compulsory nonsuit, the court is not con- 
cerned with the weight of the testimony, or with its truth or falsity. Ibid. 


§ 105. Functions of Motion to Nonsuit 


There is no difference between a motion to dismiss the action and a mo- 
tion for judgment as in case of nonsuit. 8. v. Cooper, 288. 


§ 106. Sufficiency of Evidence to Overrule Nonsuit 


When the substantive evidence offered by the State is conflicting — some 
tending to inculpate and some tending to exculpate the defendant —-it is suffi- 
cient to overrule a motion for nonsuit. 8S. v. Horton, 651. 

Nonsuit is correctly denied where State offers evidence of corpus delicti 
in addition to defendant’s confession. S. v. Moore, 141. 


§ 107. Nonsuit for Variance 


A fatal variance between indictment and proof is presented by a motion 
to dismiss, S. v. Cooper, 288. 


§ 110. Effect of Judgment of Nonsuit 


A judgment entered in accordance with the allowance of defendant’s mo- 
tion to dismiss will have the force and effect of a verdict of not guilty as to 
the criminal offense charged in the indictment. S. v. Cooper, 288. 


§ 111. Form and Sufficiency of Instructions 


Trial judge in noncapital cases should not inform the jurors as to the 
punishment. S. v. Rhodes, 584. 

Although trial judge erred in telling the jury the punishment for assault 
with intent fo commit rape, defendant in rape prosecution was not prejudiced 
by the disclosure where all the evidence tended to show an accomplished rape 
and there was no evidence to support a verdict of guilty of the lesser offense. 
Tbid, 

The statement in S. v. Garner, 129 N.C. 536, that a jury in a noncapital 
case is entitled to be informed as to the punishment prescribed for the offense 
or offenses with which a defendant is charged is expressly disapproved. Jbid. 


§ 112. Instructions on Burden of Proof and Presumptions 


Court did not err in failing to instruct on rule of circumstantial evidence 
where State’s evidence consisted mainly of direct evidence. S. v. Wright, 242. 


$8 113. Statement of Evidence and Application of Law Thereto 


In joint trial of two defendants, a charge susceptible to the construction 
that should the jury find beyond a reasonable doubt that either defendant 
committed the crime it should convict both defendants is held prejudicial error. 
S. v. Williford, 575; 8S. v. Parrish, 69, 
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Where defendant’s evidence discloses facts sufficient to constitute a de- 
fense to the crime, the court must instruct the jury as to the legal principles 
applicable thereto. S. v. Mercer, 108. 

Where the trial court correctly defines a word in its charge to the jury, 
the court is not required to repeat the definition each time the word is re- 
peated in the charge. S. v. Robbins, 587. 


§ 115. Imstructions on Lesser Degrees of Crime 

Necessity for instructing jury as to lesser degree of crime charged arises 
only when there is evidence that such lesser crime was committed. 8S. v. Wil- 
liams, 77. 

Evidence of defendant’s guilt of lesser degree of crime charged requires 
submission to jury of the issue of defendant’s guilt of the lesser offense. 8. 
v. Moore, 198. 


§ 120. Instruction on Right of Jury to Recommend Life Imprisonment 
or Mercy 
Except in capital cases, the presiding judge fixes the punishment for a 
convicted defendant within the limitations provided by the applicable statute. 
S. v. Rhodes, 584. 


§ 122. Additional Instructions After Initial Retirement of Jury 


The statement in S. v. Garner, 129 N.C. 586, that a jury in a noncapital 
ease is entitled to be informed as to the punishment prescribed for the offense 
or offenses with which a defendant is charged is expressly disapproved. S. v. 
Rhodes, 584. 


§ 123. Form and Sufliciency of Issues 

Where evidence against each of several defendants is not identical, trial 
court should submit question of guilt or innocence of each separately. S. v. 
Parrish, 69. 


§ 124. Sufficiency of Verdict 


Recommendations of leniency when made by the jury of its own volition 
are no part of the verdict and may be disregarded. S. v. Rhodes, 584. 


§ 127. Arrest of Judgment 

Judgment must be arrested where no crime is charged in bill of indict- 
ment. S. v. Benton, 378. 

The evidence cannot supply a fatal defect or omission in a bill of indict- 
ment, Jbid. 

Allegations in the warrant on which defendant was originally arrested 
cannot be used to supply a deficiency in the bill of indictment. Ibid. 

The legal effect of arresting the judgment because of a fatally defective 
indictment is to vacate the verdict and sentence of imprisonment, and the 
State may proceed against defendant upon a sufficient bill of indictment. Ibid. 


-§ 1385. Judgment and Sentence in Capital Cases 

Sentence of death cannot be carried out if jury that imposed it was chosen 
by excluding veniremen for cause simply because they voiced general objec- 
tions to the death penalty. S. v. Williams, 77. 

Decision of Witherspoon v. Illinois does not apply where jury recom- 
mends life imprisonment. Ibid. 
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In prosecution for first-degree murder, Constitution of U. S., as interpreted 
in Witherspoon v, Illinois, is not viclated by allowance of State’s challenges 
for cause of prospective jurors who made it clear on voir dire examination 
that, before hearing any of the evidence, each had already made up his mind 
he would not return a verdict pursuant to which defendant might lawfully be 
executed, whatever the evidence. 8S. v. Atkinson, 288. 

Decision of U. S&S. uv. Jackson does not forbid courts of this State to im- 
pose sentence of death pursuant to a verdict under G.S. 14-17. Ibid. 

Former G.S. 15-162.1, which allowed defendant to plead guilty to first 
degree murder and receive a life sentence, did not discourage defendant from 
exercising his constitutional right to a jury trial where defendant entered a 
plea of not guiltv and was tried by a jury. Ibid. 

Imposition of the death penalty for first degree murder is not unconstitu- 
tional per se. Jbid. 

Verdict of jury imposing death sentence must be unanimous. Jbid. 

It is for the Legislature, not the courts, to determine whether provision 
imposing death penalty for first-degree murder is or is not a wise policy for 
this State. Ibid. 

Trial court did not err in the denial of defendant’s motion to quash the 
bill of indictment on the ground the death penalty is used in a discriminatory 
manner against Negroes. S. v. Rogers, 411. 

In rape prosecution, trial court did nct err in refusing to allow witness 
to give his expert opinion that death penalty constitutes cruel and unusual 
punishment. Ibid. 

Imposition of death penalty upon conviction of crime of rape is not un- 
constitutional per se. Jbid, 

Statement in record that State inquired of each prospective juror as to 
whether he believed in capital punishment is insufficient to show that pros- 
pective jurors opposed to capital punishment were challenged for cause. Jbdid. 

Defendant awarded new trial by Supreme Court after receiving sentence 
of life imprisonment upon conviction of rape may be tried again for his life at 
his new trial. S. v. Wright, 242. 

Iixcept in capital cases, the presiding judge fixes the punishment for a 
eonvicted defendant within the limitations provided by the applicable statute. 
S. vw. Rhodes, d84. 


§ 138. Severity of Sentence 

Upon appeal from inferior court for trial de novo in the superior court, 
superior court may impose punishment in excess of that imposed in the in- 
ferior court. S. v. Morris, 50. 

Defendant who has served one-fourth of his sentence is eligible for pa- 
role. S. v. Johnson, 264. 


§ 146. Nature and Grounds of Appellate Jurisdiction of Supreme Court 


In capital cases, the Supreme Court will review the record and take cog- 
nizance of prejudicial error ex mero motu. S. v. Atkinson, 288. 

The Supreme Court will take notice ex mero motu of a defect or fatal 
error which appears upon the face of the record proper in matters of import- 
ance or to prevent injustice. 8S. v, Conrad, 342, 

Supreme Court reviews decision of Court of Appeals for errors of law 
allegedly committed by it and properly brought forward for review. S. v. Par- 
rish, 69. 


N.C. ] ANALYTICAL INDEX 759 





CRIMINAL LAW-—Continued 


Supreme Court will not pass upon constitutional questions not timely 
raised in trial court or passed upon in the Court of Appeals. Ibid. 

Although no question as to error in the charge was presented to the Court 
of Appeals, the Supreme Court, in the exercise of its supervisory powers, will 
consider the charge when necessary to determine the significance of the jury’s 
verdict. S. v. Jones, 482. 


§ 152. Appeals in Forma Pauperis 

Statutes dealing with appointment of counsel to represent indigent crim- 
inal defendants upon appeal and permitting them to appeal in forma pauperis 
have no application to appeals from juvenile proceedings in the district court. 
In re Burrus, 517. 


§ 153. Jurisdiction of Lower Court Pending Appeal 

After an appeal is taken, the court from which it is taken has no authority 
with reference to the appellate procedure except that specifically conferred 
upon it by statute. 8S. v. Atkinson, 288. 


§ 154. Case on Appeal 

Only the judge who tries the case can extend the time for serving case 
on appeal, and, having granted one extension, he may not grant another after 
expiration of the term at which judgment was entered, S. uv. Atkinson, 288, 

Purported extensions of time to serve case on appeal by the trial judge 
after the term has ended and purported extension of time granted by another 
judge were nullities. Ibid. 

Additional extensions of time than that allowed by G.S. 1-282 may be 
obtained only by petition for certiorari directed to the court to which the ap- 
peal has been taken. lbid. 

Where statement of case on appeal from judgment imposing the death 
sentence was not served within the time allowed by valid order, the Supreme 
Court upon its own motion treats the appeal as a petition for certiorari and 
allows same. Ibid. 

It is the duty of the appellant to see that the record is properly made up 
and transmitted to the appellate court. Ibid. 


§ 159. Form and Requisites of Transcript 


Appellant need not set forth in his case on appeal the evidence in its en- 
tirety. S. v. Atkinson, 288. 


§ 161. Necessity for, Form and Requisites of Exceptions and Assign- 

ments of Error 

An appeal is itself an exception to the judgment and brings up for re 
view all matters appearing on the face of the record proper. S. v. Atkinson, 
288. 

Only assignments of error based on exceptions duly taken are considered 
on appeal. 8S. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 162. Objections, Exceptions and Motions to Strike 

Objection must be made to an improper question without waiting for an 
answer and if the objection is not made in apt time, a motion to strike is ad- 
dressed to the trial court’s discretion. S. v. Perry, 565. 
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§ 164. Exceptions and Assignments of Error to Refusal of Motion for 
Nonsuit 
Sufficiency of State’s evidence in criminal case is reviewable on appeal 
without regard to whether motion for nonsuit was made in trial court. S. v. 
Conrad, 342. 


§ 165. Exceptions and Assignments of Error to Remarks of Court 

Comment by trial judge in ruling on solicitor’s objection to defense coun- 
sel’s questions concerning attempt of a key State’s witness to commit suicide 
that he did not see the relevancy but did not see the harm is held not to 
constitute prejudicial error where the court required the witness to answer. 
S. v. Conrad, 342. 


§ 168. Harmless and Prejudicial Error in Instructions 

Where the court charges correctly at one point and incorrectly at another, 
a new trial is necessary. S. v. Parrish, 69. 

New trial must result when ambiguity in the charge affords opportunity 
for the jury to act upon a permissible but incorrect interpretation. Jbid. 

Isolated portions of the charge will not be held prejudicial when the charge 
as a whole is correct. S. v. Gatling, 625. 

Technical errors in the charge which could not have affected the result 
will not be held prejudicial. bid. 

When information as to punishment in noncapital cases is inadvertently 
given to the jury, the error will be evaluated like any other. S. v. Rhodes, 584. 


§ 169. Harmless and Prejudicial Error in Admission or Exclusion of 

Evidence 

Admission of technically incompetent evidence will not result in new trial 
where defendant was not prejudiced thereby. S. v. Williams, 77. 

Admission of testimony over objection is ordinarily rendered harmless 
when defendant introduces similar testimony. S. v. Robbins, 587. 

In rape prosecution, objection to testimony as to identification of shoes 
allegedly worn by defendant on night of crime is waived where testimony of 
same import is thereafter admitted without objection. S. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 170. Harmless and Prejudicial Error in Remarks of Court 

Any reference by the judge or prosecuting attorney to the possibility of a 
parole is prejudicial error. S. v. Rhodes, 584. 

Trial court did not err in asking deputy sheriff leading questions on a 
voir dire hearing in the absence of the jury. S. v. Robbins, 537. 


§ 176. Review of Judgment on Motion to Nonsuit 

Where defendant offered evidence after his motion for nonsuit at the 
close of the State’s evidence, the court on appeal must act in the light of all 
the evidence. S. v. Robbins, 5387. 


§ 178. Law of the Case 

Where Supreme Court passed upon admissibility of confession in former 
appeal of same case, reconsideration by Court of admissibility of such state- 
ment at defendant’s retrial is precluded by doctrine of law of the case. S. vw. 
Wright, 242. 


N.C. ] ANALYTICAL INDEX 761 


DAMAGES 


§ 5. Damages for Injury to Real Property 


The right to recover damages for injury to property is a property right. 
Hagins v. Redevelopment Comm., 99. 


§ 18. Competency of Evidence on Compensatory Damages 

Where parties stipulate part of damages recoverable, if any, neither 
workmen’s compensation award by Industrial Commission in another proceed- 
ing, nor portions of defendants’ further answer with reference thereto, are 
admissible in evidence. Wiles v. Mullinaz, 473. 


DECLARATORY JUDGMENT ACT 


§ 1. Nature of Remedy 

Declaratory Judgment Act furnishes proper method for determining con- 
troversy relative to construction and validity of a statute. Raleigh v. R. R. 
Co., 454. 

Parties cannot confer jurisdiction upon a court in declaratory judgment 
proceeding. Jbid. 

No justiciable controversy is presented where parties have submitted to 
court for determination the validity of a proposed ordinance which would re- 
quire defendant railroad to bear entire expense of reconstructing an overpass. 
Ibid. 


§ 2. Proceedings 
If complaint sets forth a genuine controversy justiciable under Declara- 
tory Judgment Act, it is not demurrable. Machine Co. v. Newman, 189. 


DESCENT AND DISTRIBUTION 


§ 1. Nature and Titles by Descent 

Right to take property by descent is mere privilege and not natural or in- 
herent right. Vinson v. Chappell, 234. 

Legislature has power to determine who shall take property by descent. 
Ibid. 

An estate must be distributed among heirs and distributees according to 
the law as it exists at the time of the death of the ancestor. Ibid. 


§ 9. Collateral Heirs of the Blood of the Ancestor 
Second cousins are related in the sixth degree of kinship. 8S. v. Allred, 
554. 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 


§ 1. Nature and Elements of the Offense 

In this juvenile court proceeding to determine delinquency for alleged 
violation of State law, the statute prohibiting disorderly conduct is not uncon- 
stitutional for vagueness. In re Burrus, 517. 


DIVORCE AND ALIMONY 
§ 5. Recrimination 
Defense of recrimination is recognized in this State, and burden of 
establishing such affirmative defense is on person pleading it. Hicks v. Hicks, 
370. 
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DIVORCE AND ALIMONY—Continued 


G.S. 50-10 renders husband incompetent to testify as to adultery of wife 
to establish defense of recrimination in bar of wife’s cross-claim for alimony 
without divorce. /btd. 


§ 14. Adultery 


In husband’s action for absolute divorce on ground of statutory separa- 
tion, G.S. 50-10 renders husband incompetent to testify as to adultery of wife 
to refute wife’s allegation of willful abandonment and to establish defense of 
recrimination in her cross-action for alimony without divorce. Hicks v. Hicks, 
370. 


§ 16. Alimony Without Divorce 


An action for alimony without divorce under former G.S. 50-16 is a di- 
yorce action within the purview of that portion of G.S. 50-10 which controverts 
all material facts in every divorce action. Hicks v. Hicks, 370, 

Provision of G.S. 50-10 which prohibits husband or wife from testifying 
to prove adultery is applicable to actions for alimony without divorce. Ibid. 

In husband’s action for absolute divorce on ground of statutory separation, 
G.S8. 50-10 renders husband incompetent to testify as to adultery of wife to re- 
fute wife’s allegation of wilful abandonment and to establish defense of re- 
crimination in her eross-action for alimony without divorce. fbid. 


ELECTIONS 


§ 1. Time of Holding Election 

The snles-tax election to be held in each county on 4 November 1969 is 
not a general election within the meaning of N. C. Constitution, Art. XIII, § 
2; consequently, the constitutional amendments proposed by the 1969 General 
Assembly should not be submitted to the voters at this election, Advisory Opin- 
ion in re Sales-taz Election of 1969, 283. 


ELECTRICITY 


§ 2. Control and Regulation of Service to Customers 


Unless compelled by some cogent reason, one seeking electric service should 
not be denied the right to choose between vendors. Utilities Comm. v. Electric 
Membership Corp., 230. 

The Utilities Commission is a creature of the Legislature and has no au- 
thority to restrict competition between suppliers of electricity except insofar 
as that authority has been conferred upon it by statutes. Jbid. 

“Premises”, as that word is defined in G.S. 62-110.2(a) (1), embraces the 
manufacturing plant of an electric consumer and not the tract upon which it 
is located. Ibid. 

Where location of manufacturer’s plant building was outside a municipality 
and was not wholly within 800 feet of any line of any electric supplier, and 
was not partially within 300 feet of the lines of two or more electric suppliers, 
manufacturer initially requiring electric service after April 20, 1965 had the 
right to choose public utility, rather than electric membership corporation, as 
its supplier of electricity, and the Utilities Commission is not authorized to 
forbid the public utility to serve the plant merely because the electric mem- 
bership corporation desires to perform the service and can reach the plant by 
relatively short extension of its lines across a highway while the public 
utility must build approximately four miles of line, substantially duplicating 
membership corporation’s line, in order to reach the plant. G.S. 62-110.2(b) (5). 
Ibid. 
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EMINENT DOMAIN 


§ 1. Nature and Extent of Power 

The right of eminent domain is not conferred by constitutions but is in- 
herent in sovereignty, although its exercise is limited by the constitutional re- 
quirements of due process and payment of just compensation for property con- 
demned. S. v. Club Properties, 328. 

A statute which merely sets forth a mode of procedure will not implHedly 
grant the power of eminent domain. Ibid. 

Where a partial benefit at least accrues to the State, it may properly ex- 
ercise its power of eminent domain for the benefit and use of the United States 
except in connection with uses which are exclusively national in character. 
Ibid. 


§ 3. “Public Purpose” 

Condemnation by the State of Outer Banks property for conveyance to 
the U. S. for a national seashore park is a condemnation for a public purpose. 
S. v. Clib Properties, 328. 

Where a partial benefit at least accrues to the State, it may properly exer- 
cise its power of eminent domain for the benefit and use of the United States 
except in connection with uses which are exclusively national in character. 
Ibid. 


§ 4. Delegation of Power 

The Department of Administration, as land acquisition agent for the State 
and its agencies, can only effect the condemnations which the legislature au- 
thorizes and, in the absence of specific legislative authority, has no power to 
condemn Outer Banks property for conveyance to the U. 8S. for a national sea- 
shore park. S. v. Club Properties, 328. 


Statutes conferring the power of eminent domain should be strictly con- 
strued. /bid. 


§ 7. Proceedings to Take Land and Assess Compensation 


Allegations by the condemnor that it has complied with statutory pro- 
cedural requirements are a prerequisite in any action to condemn land. S&S. v. 
Club Properties, 328. 

When the condemnor seeks to follow the procedure permitted by G.S. Ch. 
40, his petition must contain a description of the property actually in litigation 
and not merely a description of the entire tract. Hughes v. Highway Comm., 
121. 


§ 13. Actions by Owner for Compensation or Damages 

Landowner’s special proceeding, which was instituted against Highway 
Commission and municipality for compensation for land allegedly taken for 
highway purposes, does not constitute lis pendens under G.S. 40-26 so that 
persons acquiring title while the action was pending take title subject to the 
proceeding and the consent judgment entered therein. Hughes v. Highway 
Comm., 121. 

The method prescribed by G.S. Ch. 40 for arriving at compensation for 
condemnation of land for highway purposes is open to the landowner as well 
as the Highway Commission, although the landowner may not maintain a pro- 
ceeding under this chapter unless there has been a taking under the power of 
eminent domain. /bvid. 
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ESCAPE 


§ 1. Elements and Prosecutions for Escape 

Document committing defendant to prison fully complied with statute and 
was admissible in evidence to show lawfulness of defendant’s confinement. 9S. 
v. Cooper, 288. 

In escape prosecution, there is a fatal variance between pleadings and 
proof where the indictment charged that defendant failed to return on a 
work-release pass and the evidence was that defendant was granted a week- 
end leave to visit his home and family. 8S. v. Cooper, 283. 


ESTOPPEL 


§ 3. Estoppel by Record 
On appeal, parties may not take position contrary to that taken in their 
pleadings. Hughes v. Highway Comm., 121. 


EVIDENCE 


§ 8. Facts Within Common Knowledge 

It is a matter of common knowledge that a locomotive headlight casts an 
intense but narrow beam far ahead in order that the train crew may spot de 
fects in the rails or obstructions on the roadbed. Jerniyan v. R. R. Co., 277. 


§ 5. Burden of Proof 
Plaintiff must allege and prove all essential elements of his cause of ac- 
tion, even though stated in negative form, Wiles v. Afullinazr, 478. 


§ 9. Burden of Proof on Defenses and Counterclaims 

Affirmative defenses are those which, in their nature, admit the matters 
so alleged by the plaintiff but assert other matters which, if true, will defeat 
plaintiff’s right to recover. Wiles v. Mullinag, 4738. 


§ 12. Communications Between Husband and Wife 

In husband’s action for absolute divorce on ground of statutory separa- 
tion, G.S. 50-10 renders husband incompetent to testify as to adultery of wife 
to refute wife’s allegation of wilful abandonment and to establish defense of 
recrimination in her cross-action for alimony without divorce. Hicks v. Hicks, 


370. 


§ 22. Evidence at Former Proceeding 

Trial court erred in admission of findings of fact in opinion and award 
of Industrial Commission in another proceeding where defendants were not 
parties to the proceeding before the Commission. Wiles v. Mullinag, 473. 


§ 48. Competency and Qualification of Experts 

In the absence of a request by appellant for a finding by the trial court 
as to the qualifications of a witness as an expert, it is not essential that the 
record show an express finding on this matter, the finding, one way or the 
other, being deemed implicit in the ruling admitting or rejecting the opinion 
testimony of the witness. S. v. Perry, 565. 


N.C. ] ANALYTICAL INDEX 765 


GRAND JURY 


§ 1. Selection and Qualification 

The use of a jury box containing only the names of property owners is 
not per se discriminatory as to raee and does not unfairly narrow the choice 
of jurors so as to impinge defendant’s statutory or constitutional rights. S. 
vu. Rogers, 411. 

The fact that the county cominissicners used only the names on the tax 
records in making up the jury list and jury box from which the grand and 
petit juries were chosen and did not ajso use “a list of names of persons who 
do not appear on the tax lists” as direeted by G.S. 9-1 does not show racial 
discrimination in the selection of prospective jurors. Jbid. 


§ 3. Challenge to Composition of Grand Jury 

Failure of county commissioners to include as source material for the 
jury list not only the tax records but also “a list of names of persons who do 
not appear upon the tax lists’ as authorized by G.S. 9-1 does not void a bill 
of indictment returned by a grand jury drawn from a jury box so composed. 
S. uv. Rogers, 411. 

Trial court did not err in denial of motion to quash indictment on ground 
that Negroes were systematically excluded from grand jury where only evi- 
dence in support of the motion was a transcript of testimony presented upon 
the same motion in another case. /bid, 


HIGHWAYS AND CARTWAYS 


§ 4. What Constitutes a State Highway 

Cost allocation formula for grade crossing safety devices and limitation 
on percentage of such costs to be borne by railway in G.S. 186-20 does not 
apply where the streets involved are not part of the State highway system. 
R. R. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 

Evidence held sufficient to support findings that streets in question are 
not link or part of State highway system. Jbid. 


§ 10. Obstruction of Public Roads 

In juvenile proceeding to determine delinquency for alleged violations of 
State law. statute prohibiting the wilful standing, sitting or lying wpon the 
highway so as to impede traffic is not unconstitutional for vagueness. In re 
Burrus, 517. 


HOMICIDE 


§ 2. Parties and Offenses 

In order to convict defendant as accessory before the fact to murder of 
her husband, State must satisfy jury from the evidence beyond a reasonable 
doubt that the principal felon named in the indictment committed the murder. 
S. uv. Benton, 378. 


§ 4. Murder in the First Degree 

Murder in the first degree is the unlawful killing of a human being with 
malice, premeditation and deliberation. G.S. 14-17. S. v. Moore, 198; 8. v, 
Robbins, 5387. 

A specific intent to kill is a necessary constituent of the elements of pre- 
meditation and deliberation in first degree murder. S. v. Robbins, 5387. 

Malice exists as a matter of law whenever there has been an unlawful 
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and intentional homicide without excuse or mitigating circumstances. S. w. 
Moore, 198. 

No fixed length of time is required for the mental processes of premedita- 
tion and deliberation. S. v. Walters, 615. 


§ 5. Murder in the Second Degree 


Specific intent to kill is not an element of second-degree murder. S. vw. 
Mercer, 108. 


§ 6. Manslaughter 


One who handles a firearm in a reckless manner and thereby unintention- 
ally causes death of another is guilty of involuntary manslaughter. S. »v. 
Moore, 198. 


§ 7.5. Unconsciousness 

Insanity is incapacity, from disease of the mind, to know the nature and 
quality of one’s act or to distinguish between right and wrong in relation 
thereto; in contrast, one who is completely unconscious when he commits an 
act otherwise punishable as a crime cannot know the nature and quality thereof 
or whether it is right or wrong. S. v. Mercer, 108. 

Unconsciousness is never an affirmative defense, Ibid. 

Person who is wneonscious when he commits a criminal act generally can- 
not be held responsible therefor. Ibid. 

In homicide prosecution, it is error for the court to restrict consideration 
of defendant’s evidence of unconsciousness to the element of premeditation and 
deliberation in first-degree murder. J bid. 

Unconsciousness and insanity are separate grounds for exemption from 
criminal responsibility. Ibid. 

A jury finding that defendant intentionally shot the deceased and thereby 
proximately caused his death negates and refutes any contention that defend- 
ant was then unconscious; notwithstanding such a finding by the jury, the 
defendant is exempt from criminal responsibility if he satisfies the jury he 
was insane when he inflicted the fatal injury. Ibid. 


§ 11. Accidental Death 


Accidental killing is not an affirmative defense. S. v. Mercer, 108; S. vw. 
Moore, 198. 


§ 12. Indictment 

Indictment is insufficient to charge defendant as accessory before the fact 
to the murder of her husband where it alleged that defendant counseled and 
procured Raymond Epley to “kill and murder Raymond Epley” and that Ray- 
mond Epley consequently murdered defendant’s husband. 8. v. Benton, 378. 


§ 14. Presumptions and Burden of Proof 
State always has the burden to prove an unlawful killing. S. v. Moore, 198. 
When State satisfies jury from the evidence that defendant intentionally 
shot deceased and thereby caused his death, presumptions arise that the kill- 
ing was (1) unlawful and (2) with malice, constituting second-degree mur- 
der. S. v. Mercer, 108. 


§ 15. Relevancy and Competency of Evidence 


In prosecution charging defendant with first degree murder of his wife, 
evidence of defendant’s prior assault on his wife is admissible. 8S. v. Moore, 198. 
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Testimony of defendant, who was a policeman by occupation, that he car- 
ried a pistol at the time of the homicide because he was instructed at the In- 
stitute of Government with respect to the right of off-duty peace officers to be 
armed was properly excluded as hearsay, 8. v. Walters, 615. 


§ 17. Evidence of Threats, Motive and Malice 


Evidence that just a few minutes before his wife was shot defendant had 
announced his intention to kill her tends to show premeditation and delibera- 
tion as well as malice. S. v. Moore, 198. 


§ 18. Evidence of Premeditation and Deliberation 


Premeditation and deliberation may be proved by circumstantial evidence. 
&. vw. Walters, 615. 

In determining whether a killing was with premeditation and deliberation, 
the circumstances to be considered include: (1) want of provocation on the 
part of deceased: (2) the conduct of defendant before and after the killing: 
(3) threats and declarations of defendant before and during the course of the 
occurrence giving rise to the death of deceased: and (4) the dealing of lethal 
blows after deceased has been felled and rendered helpless. bid. 


§ 20. Demonstrative Evidence; Photographs and Physical Objects 


In a consolidated trial of defendant fer three homicides. four photographs 
depicting substantially the same scene which were identified as accurate rep- 
resentations of the clothed dead body of one victim at the crime scene and 
blood where another victim was found when officers arrived are competent 
for illustrative purposes, and whether all or a less number should have been 
admitted was within the discretion of the trial judge. S. ». Mercer, 108. 

Three photographs of the deceased’s body at the funeral home with pro- 
jecting probes indicating the point of entry, the course, and the point of exit 
of the bullet that caused his death are inflammatory and have no probative value 
in respect to any issue for determination by the jury where the evidence is 
uncontradicted as to the cause of death and all the evidence tended to show 
deceased was lving on a bed when shot. /bdid, 

Court properly admitted photographs used by witnesses for the State to 
illustrate testimony econcerning location and appearance of the place where 
victim’s body was found buried and the condition of the body. 8. v. Atkinson, 
288, 

A photograph of the body of the deceased is not rendered inadmissible by 
the fact that it was taken after the body had been moved from the place where 
originally found to the morgue or other piace for examination. dtd. 

In homicide prosecution, bullets taken from defendant’s body were prop- 
erly identified and were therefore admissible in evidence. S. v. Ross, 550. 


§ 21. Sufficiency of Evidence and Nonsuit 


State’s evidence is held sufficient to be submitted to the jury on the issue 
of defendant’s guilt of murder in the first degree of his wife. 8. v. Moore, 198. 

In order to convict defendant as an accessory before the fact to the mur- 
der of her husband, it is ineumbent upon the State in defendant’s trial to 
cipal felon named in the indictment murdered defendant’s husband. S. »v, 
Benton, 378, 

On motion to nonsuit in a first-degree murder prosecution, the trial court 
must determine the preliminary question whether the evidence, in the light 
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most favorable to the State, is sufficient to permit the jury to make a legiti- 
mate inference and finding that defendant, after premeditation and delibera- 
tion, formed a fixed purpose to kill and thereafter accomplished the purpose. 
S, v. Walters, 615. 

In prosecution for first-degree murder, there was substantial evidence of 
premeditation and deliberation on part of defendant to withstand motion for 
nonsuit. Jbid; S. v. Robbins, 5387. 


§ 23. Instructions 


In prosecution of defendant as accessory before the fact to murder of her 
husband, trial court erred in giving jury instructions which implied or assumed 
that the crime had been committed by the principal felon named in the indict- 
ment. 8S. v. Benton, 378. 


§ 24. Instructions on Presumptions and Burden of Proof 


Defendant has burden of proving self-defense or mitigation to satisfaction 
of jury, not by the greater weight of the evidence or beyond a reasonable 
doubt. S. v. Freeman, 662. 

Defendant was not prejudiced by trial court’s erroneous instruction that 
burden on defendant to prove to satisfaction of jury circumstances which 
would reduce second-degree murder to manslaughter or establish self-defense 
required a higher degree of proof than proof by the greater weight of the 
evidence, where jury returned a verdict of first-degree murder and the evi- 
dence did not entitle defendant to instructions upon mitigation or self-defense. 
Ibid. 


§ 25. Instructions on First-Degree Murder 


Where the trial court in first-degree murder prosecution correctly defines 
the term “malice”, the court is not required to repeat the definition whenever 
the term is repeated in the charge. S. v. Robbins, 537. 


§ 27. Instructions on Manslaughter 


Where defendant’s evidence raises an issue of his guilt of involuntary 
manslaughter, failure of the court to submit this issue to jury is prejudicial 
error. S. v. Afoore, 198. 

Where jury was properly instructed as to first-degree murder and second- 
degree murder and found defendant guilty of first-degree murder, error in 
charge on manslaughter was harmless. S. v. Freeman, 662. 


§ 28. Instructions on Defenses 

Where defendant testified he was completely unconscious of what tran- 
spired when deceased was shot, defendant is entitled to an instruction that 
jury should return a verdict of not guilty if in fact defendant was unconscious 
of what transpired when the crime occurred. 8S. v. Mercer, 108, 

It is error for court to instruct upon principles relating to legal insanity 
where there is no evidence that defendant was legally insane. Jbdid. 

Defendant has burden of proving self-defense or mitigation to satisfac- 
tion of jury, not by the greater weight of the evidence or beyond a reasonable 
doubt. S. v. Freeman, 662. 

Defendant was not prejudiced by trial court’s erroneous instruction that 
burden on defendant to prove to satisfaction of jury circumstances which 
would reduce second-degree murder to manslaughter or establish self-defense 
required a higher degree of proof than proof by the greater weight of the evi- 
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dence, where jury returned a verdict of first-degree murder and the evidence 
did not entitle defendant to instructions upon mitigation or self-defense. Ibid. 


§ 29. Instructions on Right of Jury to Recommend Life Imprisonment 


In prosecution for first degree murder, trial court must instruct the jury 
that it might, in its unbridled discretion, render verdict of guilty with recom- 
mendation that punishment be life imprisonment which would then be binding 
upon the court in the matter of sentencing. 8S. v. Atkinson, 288. 


§ 30. Submission of Lesser Degrees of Crime 

In prosecution for first-degree murder, evidence neither required nor per- 
mitted the court to charge the jury that it might return a verdict of involun- 
tary manslaughter. 8. v. Ross, 550. 

Defendant’s evidence did not entitle him to instruction on involuntary 
manslaughter where it shows that defendant was the aggressor and that he 
intentionally discharged his pistol when it was pvinted in deceased’s direc- 
tion. S. v. Freeman, 662. 


§ 31. Verdict and Sentence 

Decision of U. S. v. Jackson does not forbid court of this State to im- 
pose sentence of death pursuant to a verdict under G.S. 14-17. S. uv. Atkinson, 
288. 

Former G.S. 15-162.1, which allowed defendant to plead guilty to first 
degree murder and receive a life sentence, did not discourage defendant from 
exercising his constitutional right to a jury trial where defendant entered a 
plea of not guilty and was tried by a jury. Ibid. 

Imposition of the death penalty for first degree murder is not unconstitu- 
tional per se. lbid. 

Verdict of jurv imposing death sentence must be unanimous. Jbid. 

It is for the Legislature, not the courts, to determine whether provision 
imposing death penalty for first-degree murder is or is not a wise policy for 
this State. Jbid. 


INDEMNITY 
§ 3. Actions 
For one defendant to establish right to indemnity from a second defend- 
ant, he must allege and prove (1) that the second defendant is liable to plain- 
tiff and (2) that the first defendant’s liability is derivative. Anderson v. Rob- 
inson, 182. 


INDICTMENT AND WARRANT 


§ 2. Return by Duly Constituted Grand Jury 

Failure of county commissioners to include as source material for jury 
list “a list of the names of persons who do not appear upon the tax lists” as 
authorized by G.S. 9-1 does not void a bill of indictment returned by a grand 
jury drawn from jury box so composed. &. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 9. Charge of Crime 

Charge in bill of indictment must be complete in itself. S. v. Benton, 3878, 

In an indictment containing several counts, each count must be complete 
within itself. 8S. v. Jones, 4382. 

The evidence cannot supply a fatal defect or omission in a bill of indict- 
ment. S. v. Benton, 3878. 
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§ 11. Identification of Victim 


Indictment is insufficient to charge defendant as accessory before the fact 
to the murder of her husband where it alleges that defendant counseled and 
procured Raymoud Epley to “kill and murder Raymond Epley” and that Ray- 
mond Epley consequently murdered defendant’s husband. 8S. v. Benton, 878. 


§ 13. Bill of Particulars 

Trial court did not err in denying defendant’s motion for bill of particu- 
lars setting forth names of “diverse others” referred to in conspiracy indict- 
ment. S. v. Conrad, 342. 


§ 14. Grounds and Procedure on Motions to Quash 


Trial court did not err in denial of defendant’s motion to quash bill of 
indictment on ground that death penalty is used in a discriminatory manner 
gainst Negroes, 8S. v. Rogers, 411. 

Trial court did not err in denial of defendant’s motion to quash indict- 
ment on ground that he was only 14 years of age at the time of the alleged 
rape and had an I.Q. of only 68. /bid. 

Defendant’s motion to quash the indietment on the ground that Negroes 
are systematically excluded from the administration of the court system is 
properly denied. Jbid. 


INFANTS 


§ 5. Appointment of Next Friend 
There is no substantial difference between a guardian ad litem and a next 
friend. Hagins v. Redevelopment Comm., 90. 


§ 10. Commitment of Minors for Delinquency 


A juvenile has no constitutional right to a jury trial or a public trial in 
a juvenile court proceeding on the issue of his delinquency. In re Burrus, 517. 

Juvenile proceedings are not “criminal prosecutions,” nor is a finding of 
delinquency in a juvenile proceeding synonymous with “conviction of a crime.” 
Ibid. 

The Fourteenth Amendment applies to prohibit the use of a coerced con- 
fession of a juvenile. Jbid. 

In juvenile proceedings to determine delinquency which may result in 
commitment to an institution in which the juvenile’s freedom is curtailed, the 
child and his parents must be notified of the child’s right to counsel and, if 
unable to afford counsel, to the appointment of same. Ibid. 

Notice must be given the juvenile and his parents sufficiently in advance 
of scheduled court proceedings to afford them reasonable opportunity to pre- 
pare and the notice must set forth the alleged misconduct with particularity. 
Ibid. 

Where juveniles were disciplined pursuant to G.S. 110-21 for violafions 
of State law, it is unnecessary upon appeal to determine whether further pro- 
visions of the statute are void for vagueness in failing to define the terms 
“qnruly,” “wayward,” “misdirected,” “disobedient,” or “beyond the control of 
their parents.” Ibid. 

The juvenile statutes are not unconstitutional in that a juvenile may be 
committed “during minority” for a violation of State law, which may be a 
longer period of time than the criminal law visits upon an adult for violation 
of the same statute, since the protective custody of children under juvenile 
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laws cannot be equated with the trial and punishment of adults under the 
criminal statutes. Ibid. 

Juvenile proceedings to determine delinquency must be regarded as “crim- 
inal” for Fifth Amendment purposes of the privilege against self-incrimination. 
lbid. 

When the juvenile court finds that a child is delinquent, neglected or in 
need of more suitable guidance, the court may use any one of the alternative 
dispositions set forth in G.S. 110-29 but is not empowered to use two or more 
at the same time. /bid. 

Where the juvenile court placed each child on probation subject to the 
eonditions named in the order, the court exhausted its immediate authority, 
and further provision of the order in each case whieh adjudged that the ju- 
venile be committed to the custody of the county welfare department to be 
placed in a State institution for delinquents is unauthorized and must be de- 
leted. Ibid. 

When a juvenile is placed on probation, the judge determines the dura- 
tion and conditions thereof, and may modify same at any time. Jbid. 

Probation of a juvenile may be revoked at any time the court finds the 
conditions of probation have been breached, and the court may then commit 
the juvenile or make such other cisposition as it might have made at the 
time the child was placed on probation. /bid. 

Statutes dealing with appointment of counsel to represent indigent crim- 
inal defendants upon appeal and permitting them to appeal in forma pauperis 
have no application to appeals from juvenile proceedings in the district court, 
such appeals being governed by statutes applicable to civil actions. Ibid. 


INJUNCTIONS 


§ 1. Nature and Grounds 


An injunction will not issue to prevent that which has already been done. 
Nicholson v. Education Assistance Authority, 4389. 


§ 3. Mandatory Judgments 


Neither mandamus nor mandatory injunction may be issued to control 
the manner of exercising a discretionary duty. Electric Co. v. Turner, 498. 


§ 5. To Restrain Enactment or Enforcement of Ordinance 
Constitutionality of a criminal ordinance may be challenged in action to 
enjoin its enforcement where rights of property or persons are involved. Kresge 
Co. v. Tomlinson, 1. 
Retailers had no standing to attack provision of Sunday observance 
ordinance requiring grocery stores to cease operations between 10 a.m. and 
12 noon on Sunday. /bid. 


§ 7. To Restrain Occupancy or Use of Land 

Where the proposed use of land is unlawful, the owner of adjoining or 
nearby lands who will sustain special damage from the proposed use through 
a reduction in the value of his own property does have a standing to maintain 
an action to prevent such use. Jackson v. Bd. of Adjustment, 155. 


§ 11. Injunctions Against Public Boards or Agencies 


Where issuance of tax exempt revenue bonds by the State Education As- 
sistance Authority for purpose of financing loans to college students does not 
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pledge the credit of the State, plaintiff can suffer no injury from the issuance 
of the bonds and is not entitled to injunctive relief. Nicholson v. Education 
Assistance Authority, 439. 

Where expenditure of tax funds, even if unlawful, was an accomplished 
fact prior to the institution of plaintiff’s action, plaintiff is not entitled to in- 
junctive relief. /bid. 

Evidence held insufficient to warrant court in restraining administrative 
decision by State officials to call for new bids for television equipment. Elec- 
tric Co. vu. Turner, 498. 

Action for mandatory injunction requiring defendants, officials of the State, 
to award contract for television equipment to plaintiff as lowest original bidder, 
is held to constitute action against the State which must be dismissed, the 
State not having consented to the suit. /bid,. 


INSANE PERSONS 


§ 2. Appointment of Guardian or Trustee 


An adult plaintiff who is not an idiot or lunatic must be non compos 
mentis before the court has jurisdiction to appoint a next friend for him. 
Hagins v. Redevelopment Comm., 90. 

Incompetency to administer one’s property depends upon the general frame 
and habit of mind and not upon specific actions such as may be reflected by 
eccentricities, prejudices, or the holding of particular beliefs. Ibid. 

When a party’s lack of mental capacity is asserted and denied —and the 
party has not previously been adjudicated incompetent to manage his affairs 
—he is entitled to notice and an opportunity to be heard before the judge can 
appoint either a next friend or a guardian ad litem for him. Ibid. 

Where plaintiff has had neither notice that her competency to manage her 
affairs was challenged nor an opportunity to be heard on the issue, order of 
trial court appointing an attorney as her next friend is void, and the attor- 
ney’s settlements of her actions against a redevelopment commission for the 
destruction of property are not binding upon her, netwithstanding they were 
approved by the court. Ibid. 


INSURANCE 


§ 2. Brokers and Agents 


Defendant insurance agents would not be liable in this action for dam- 
ages allegedly sustained as result of their negligent failure to procure for 
plaintiff a renewal or rewriting of workmen’s compensation insurance if they 
issued a binder for such coverage on behalf of either of two insurance com- 
panies, and if they had authority from either company to insure such binder 
for it. Wiles v. Mullinar, 478. 

Testimony by insurance agent as to extent of his authority to bind an 
insurance company for a particular risk is competent upon that question, 
though not conclusive. Ibid. 

Testimony by insurance agent that he had issued binder for a particular 
risk on behalf of an insurance company would be sufficient evidence to sup- 
port a finding that he has such authority generally. Ibid. 

Limitation placed by insurance company on authority of insurance agents 
to bind a risk which had been rejected by another insurer would deprive the 
agents of authority to issue such binder on behalf of the insurer after the 
agents were notified that another insurer refused to issue the proposed policy. 
Ibid. 
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In action for damages from negligent failure of insurance agent to pro- 
cure for plaintiff a renewal or rewriting of workmen’s compensation insurance, 
trial court erred in admission of opinion and award of Industrial Commission 
finding that plaintiff has no such insurance on the date in question. Ibid. 


§ 4. Binders 

Construction of alleged insurance binders and their legal effect are ques- 
tions for the court. Wiles v. Mullinaz, 478, 

In order for a binder to constitute a valid contract of insurance, agent 
who issues it must have actual authority from insurance company to issue 
binder on its behalf, and a iimitation upon the authority of agent to issue 
such a binder, imposed by the instirance company and communicated to the 
agent, is effective though the limitation was not known to prospective in- 
sured. /bid. 

Testimony by an insurance agent as to the extent of his authority to 
bind an insurance company for a pzrticular risk is competent upon that ques- 
tion, though not conclusive. Jbid. 

An application form issued by an insurance company for use by its agents 
and acknowledged by defendant insurance agent to have been in his office at 
the time an alleged insurance binder was issued by the agent on behalf of the 
insurance company is competent upon the question of the authority of the 
agent to issue such a binder. Ibid. 

Document setting forth terms of formmer workmen’s compensation insur- 
ance policy issued to plaintiff by one company and document attached thereto 
purportedly binding a second company to provide like coverage for plaintiff 
upon expiration of the old policy are held suificient, when construed together, 
to constitute a binder for the second company to provide such coverage effec- 
tive upon expiration of the old policy, Ibid. 


§ 116. Fire Insurance Rates 

There is no presumption that a rate filing by the Rating Bureau is cor- 
rect and proper. In re Filing by Fire Ins, Rating Bureau, 15. 

Statutes delegating to Commissioner of Insurance authority to fix fire in- 
surance rates comply with constitutional requirement that they prescribe clear 
standards to control Commissioner’s discretion. Ibid. 

Commissioner is not limited to consideration of experience of fire insur- 
ance business for period of not less than five years preceding period of inves- 
tigation, but may also consider experience of still earlier years. Jbdid. 

Fire insurance rates fixed by Ccmmissioner are presumed correct and 
proper. Ibid. 

Opinion evidence as to the projection of the present and past cost trend, 
as a matter of law, is relevant to determination by Commissioner of probable 
loss experience of companies during life of policies to be issued in near future. 
Tdid. 

At fire insurance rate rehearing, Commissioner erred in refusing to per- 
mit Rating Bureau to introduce evidence cf changes in cost level originating 
subsequent to the rate filing. Jbid. 

Determination by insurance companies of propriety of expenditures for 
operating costs is not binding upon the Commissioner in a rate making pro- 
cedure, Jbid. 

Commissioner must make specific findings of fact as to the percentage of 
earned premiums which constitute a reasonable profit. /bid. 
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Commissioner need not approve or disapprove a filing by the Rating Bu- 
reau in its entirety. Ibid. 

A projection by the Commissioner of Insurance of past experience and 
present conditions into the future is presumed to be correct and proper if 
supported by substantial evidence, G.S. 58-9.8, and if he has taken into account 
all of the relevant facts which he is directed by the statute to consider. G.S. 
58-131.2. Ibid. 

JUDGES 
§ 1. Regular Judges 

Superior court judges are elected by the people of the State. 8. v. Rogers, 
411, 

JUDGMENTS 
§ 2. Time and Place of Rendition 

Where trial judge announced at the conelusion of the evidence that he 
was going to find for plaintiff, and parties stipulated that the judgment could 
be signed at the next criminal session of another county, trial court had au- 
thority to change his decision and sign judgment in favor of defendant at the 
next criminal session of the stipulated county. Cutts v. Casey, 599. 


§ 6. Modification and Correction of Judgments in Trial Court 

During the term at which he enters judgments of nonsuit in plaintiff’s 
actions, trial judge has the authority, upon his own motion and without giving 
notice, to vacate the nonsuits and to restore the cases to the docket; but in the 
absence of official notice that the cases have been reinstated, plaintiff is not 
charged with knowledge of any further proceedings in the cases. Hagins v, 
Redevelopment Comm., 90. 


§ 36. Parties Concluded 

In action for damages resulting from negligent failure of defendant in- 
surance agent to procure for plaintiff a renewal of workmen’s compensation 
insurance, trial court erred in admission of findings in an opinion and award 
of Industrial Commission where defendants were not parties to that proceed- 
ing. Wiles v. Mullinaz, 478. 


§ 37. Matters Concluded in General 

Determination by Commissioner of Insurance as to what percentage of 
earned premiums constitutes a fair and reasonable profit for a fire insur- 
ance company is not res jndicata. In re Filing by Fire Ins. Rating Bureau, 15. 


IURY 


§ 8. Competency and Qualification of Jurors 
Jurors are not necessarily biased in favor of conviction simply because 
they do not have scruples against capital punishment. 8S. v. Williams, TT. 
Absent discrimination by race or other identifiable class, State may pre- 
seribe such qualifications for jurors as it deems proper. 8. v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 5. Selection of Jurors; Personal Disqualifications 

The use of a jury box containing only the names of property owners is 
not per se discriminatory as to race and does not unfairly narrow the choice 
of jurors so as to impinge defendant's statutory or constitutional rights, 8, 
v. Rogers, 411. 


§ 6. Examination of Jurors 
It is not error to ask a prospective juror whether he believes in capital 
punishment. S. v. Rogers, 411. 
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Sentence of death cannot be earried out if jury which imposed it was 
chosen by excluding veniremen for catse simply because they voiced general 


~— 


objection to death penalty. S. v. Williams, TT. 


Defendant is not denied right to impartial jury on issue of guilt by ex- 
clusion of jurors having scruples against capital punishment, Jbid. 


Decision of Witherspoon v. IHinois does not apply where jury recom- 
mends life imprisonment. Jbid. 

Statement in the record to the effect that all 50 prospective jurors ques- 
tioned on voir dire were asked questions concerning capital punishment similar 
to those appearing in the record which were asked three prospective jurors 
is held not to disclose any violation of defendant’s constitutional rights. S. v. 
Atkinson, 288. 

Statement in record that State inquired of each prospective juror whether 
he believed in capital punishment is insufficient to show that prospective 
jurors opposed to capital punishment were challenged for cause. S. v. Rogers, 
411. 

In order to preserve an exception tc the court’s denial of a challenge for 
cause, defendant raust (1) exhaust his peremptory challenges and (2) there- 
after assert his right to challenge peremptorily an additional juror. &. v. 
Allred, 354. 

In selecting the jury in a civil or criminal action, the court or any party 
to the action has the right to make inquiry as to the fitness and competency 
of any person to serve as a juror. Ibid. 

A juror who is related to the defendant by blood or marriage within the 
ninth degree of kinship is properly rejected when challenged by the State for 
cause on that ground. /bid. 

While relationship within the ninth degree between a jurur and a State’s 
witness, standing alone, is not legal ground for challenge for cause, where 
such relationship exists and is known and recognized by the juror, a defend- 
ant's challenge for cause should be rejected only if it should appear clearly 
that, under the circumstances of the particular case, the challenged juror 
would have no reason or disposition to favor his kinsman by giving added 
weight to his testimony or otherwise. 1bid. 

Ordinarily, there would be no substantial basis for challenge for cause of 
a prospective jurer related within the ninth degree to a State’s witness if 
the testimony of the witness will be directed to proof of some formal matter 
or to some minor facet of the case. /bid. 

In this first-degree murder prosecution, trial court erred in disallowing 
Gefendant’s challenge for cause of a prospective juror who stated upon voir 
dire examination that he and two of the State’s witnesses were second cousins 
aud that he had known them for 15 to 20 years. Ibid. 

Defendant in a capital case has the right to challenge 14 jurors per- 
emptorily without cause. Ibid. 

Where trial court tn a capital case erroneously disallowed defendant’s 
challenge for cause of a prospective juror, and defendant exercised 14 per- 
emptory challenges, including one for the juror for whom the challenge for 
cause was erroneously disallowed, trial court's refusal to allow defendant to 
challenge an additional juror on ground defendant has exhausted his per- 
emptory challenges, held a denial of defendant’s right under G.S. 9-21 to 
challenge 14 jurors peremptorily without cause, Ibid. 


776 ANALYTICAL INDEX [275 


KIDNAPPING 


§ 1. Elements of the Offense and Prosecutions 


An instruction that the jury is to return a verdict of guilty of kidnapping 
if they should find “from the evidence beyond a reasonable doubt that this 
defendant did by the use of force, by the threat of force sufficient to cause the 
prosecuting witness to leave the place where she had a right to be and was 
and goes to some other place under the control and direction of defendant 
without any lawful authority,” held without error, S. v. Perry, 565. 

An instruction that kidnapping is the taking and carrying away of a 
human being by physical force or by constructive force unlawfully and with- 
out lawful authority, held sufficient. Ibid. 


Evidence held sufficient for jury in kidnapping prosecution. S. v. Williams, 


TT. 
LARCENY 


8 4. Warrant and Indictment 


Where neither larceny from the person nor by breaking and entering is 
involved, an indictment for the felony of larceny must charge, as an essential 
element of the crime, that the value of the stolen goods was more than $200. 
S. v. Jones, 482. 


§ 8. Instructions 


In larceny prosecution, refusal of court to give special instruction with 
respect to abandoned property was proper. S. v. Parrish, 69. 


§ 9. Verdict, Judgment and Sentence 


In a prosecution upon indictment alleging the larceny of personal prop- 
erty of a value in excess of $200, a felony, verdict of “guilty as charged in the 
bill of indictment” must be considered as a verdict of guilty of larceny of per- 
sonal property of a value of $200 or less, a misdemeanor, where trial court 
failed to charge that the burden was on the State to satisfy the jury beyond 
a reasonable doubt that the value of the stolen property was more than $200; 
hence, judgment of three years’ imprisonment imposed upon the jury’s verdict 
is in excess of the legal maximum and is vacated and the cause remanded for 
pronouncement of judgment as for misdemeanor-larceny. 8. v. Jones, 432. 


LIMITATIONS OF ACTIONS 


§ 2. Applicability to Sovereign 
Statute of limitations runs against the sovereign where it is expressly 
named therein. Pipeline Co. v. Clayton, 215. 


LIS PENDENS 


The law as to lis pendens, G.S. 1-116 et seq., provides a definite method 
for giving constructive notice so that a seareh of known records will convert 
it into actual notice, and since application of this rule may work hardships in 
many instances, a strict compliance with its provisions is required. Hughes 
v. Highway Comm., 121. 

The rigor of the lis pendens rule has been softened by the equitable re- 
quirement that the means of information should be accessible to those who 
are careful enough to search for it, and it follows that this equitable require- 
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ment would apply with equal force when a party is charged with notice by 
means Other than lis pendens. Jbid. 

Landowner’s special proceeding, which was instituted against Highway 
Commission and municipality for compensation for land allegedly taken for 
highway purposes, does not constitute lis pendens under G.S. 40-26 so that 
persons acquiring title while the action was pending take title subject to the 
proceeding and the consent judgment entered therein. Ibid. 


MANDAMUS 


§ 2. Discretionary Duty 


Neither mandamus nor mandatory injunction may be issued to control 
the manner of exercising a discretionary duty. Electric Co. v. Turner, 498. 


§ 4. Administrative Bodies 

Action to require defendants, officials of the State, to award contract to 
plaintiffs as lowest original bidder is held to constitute an action against the 
State which must be dismissed, the State not having consented to the suit. 
Electric Co. v. Turner, 4938. 


MASTER AND SERVANT 


§ 89. Common-law Right of Action Against Third Person Tortfeasor 

Where an employee subject to the Workmen’s Compensation Act is in- 
jured or killed as a result of the negligence of a third party, recovery for in- 
jury or death in a tort action against the third party must be distributed by 
the Industrial Commission according to the order of priority set out in G.S. 
97-10.2(f) (1). Byers v. Highway Comm., 229. 

Superior Court erred in setting aside order of Industrial Commission di- 
recting that entire amount recovered in wrongful death action brought by 
the personal representative of a deceased employee be paid to the employer 
in satistaction of its subrogation rights under G.S. Ch. 97. Ibid. 


§ 96. Review in Superior Court and Court of Appeals 

On appeal from Industrial Commission, superior court has no authority to 
make independent findings of fact. Byers v. Highway Comm., 230. 

In case the findings of the Industrial Commission are insufficient upon 
which to determine the rights of the parties, the court may remand the pro- 
ceeding to the Commission for additional findings; in no event may the court 
make findings of its own. Ibid. 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS 


§ 8. Validity and Attack on Ordinances 


Courts will not inquire into motives of city council in enacting an ordi- 
nance valid of its face. Kresge Co. v. Tomlinson, 1. 


§ 29. Nature and Extent of Municipal Police Power 


Delegation to municipal corporation of the power to legislate concerning 
local problems is an exception to the general rule that legislative powers may 
not be delegated. Jackson v. Bd. of Adjustment, 155. 


Municipal ordinances enacted in the exercise of the police power are sub- 
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ject to the same constitutional limitations as are the police powers exercised 
directly by the State. Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 454. 

Police powers of a municipality are to be discharged through provisions 
of ordinances. /bid. 


§ 30. Zoning Ordinances 


If purported zoning ordinance amendment permitting a use of property 
forbidden by the original ordinance is itself invalid, the prohibition upon the 
use remains in effect. Jackson v. Bd. of Adjustment, 155. 

Where the proposed use of land is unlawful, the owner of adjoining or 
nearby lands who will sustain special damage from the proposed use through 
a reduction in the value of his own property does have a standing to main- 
tain an action to prevent such use. loid. 


§ 32. Regulations Relating to Public Morals 


City of Raleigh Sunday observance ordinance does not violate the “estab- 
lishment clause” of the First Amendment. Kresge Co. v. Tomlinson, 1. 


§ 38. Regulation and Authority Over Streets 


G.S. 186-20 and G.S. 62-2387 do not establish a State policy with respect 
to the allocation of costs of grade crossing safety devices and other grade 
crossing improvements which is binding upon the governing body of a mu- 
nicipality in administering city streets. R. R. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 


§ 35. Regulation of Grade Crossings 


Where a municipality, pursuant to its police power, seeks to compel a 
railroad to reconstruct a trestle at its full or partial expense, the allocation 
of the cost is a part of its legislative function. City of Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 
454, 

Allocation of costs is a special factor to be considered by the courts in 
determining the validity of municipal ordinance requiring a railroad to recon- 
struct an overpass. J/bid. 

A municipality has the power, in the exercise of its police power to pro- 
mote public safety and convenience, to allocate to the railroad some portion 
of the cost of the installation and maintenance of automatic signal devices at 
grade crossings of its tracks with city streets. lt. R. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 

Railway company’s right to due process is not violated by allocation of a 
portion of the cost of installation and maintenance of automatic signal devices 
at grade crossings of its tracks with city streets unless that portion is so un- 
reasonable as to constitute an arbitrary taking, and municipal ordinance re- 
quiring it to pay 638% of cost of installation and all of the annual cost of 
maintenance held constitutional. /bid, 

G.S. 186-20 and G.S. 62-237 do not establish a State policy with respect to 
the allocation of costs of grade crossing safety devices and other grade cross- 
ing improvements which is binding upon the governing body of a municipality 
in administering city streets. Jbid. 


§ 39. Levy of Taxes 


Legislation authorizing consolidation of four separate municipalities into 
the new municipality of Eden is not rendered invalid by fact that property 
within both the new municipality and unaffected sewerage district is subject 
to taxation by both authorities while property in the new municipality but 
outside of the sewerage district is subject only to city tax levies. Dyer v. City 
of Leaksville, 41. 
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§ 10. Concurring and Intervening Negligence 


Allegation by plaintiff that defendants jointly and concurrently proxi- 
mately caused her injuries is a conclusion of the pleader and is not admitted 
‘by demurrer. Anderson v. Robinson, 132. 


§ 11. Primary and Secondary Liability 


Rules for determining primary and secondary lability. Anderson v. Rob- 
inson, 132. 


§ 25. Pleading as Between Defendants 


In action for personal injuries based on active negligence of automobile 
driver, defendant driver may not maintain cross action against dealer who 
sold him the automobile for breach of warranty that automobile was free from 
mechanical defects. Anderson v. Robinson, 132. 


§ 26. Presumptions and Burden of Proof 


Plaintiff has the burden of showing defendant’s negligence. Jernigan v. 
R. R. Co., 277. 


§ 35. Nonsuit for Contributory Negligence 

Nonsuit is proper if plaintiff's own evidence so clearly establishes his con- 
tributory negligence as one of the proximate causes of his injury that no other 
reasonable inference may be drawn from that evidence. Jernigan v. R. R. Co., 


orn 


ati. 
Nonsuit for contributory negligence should be denied when opposing in- 
ferences are permissible from plaintiff's evidence. Bowen v. Gurdner, 363. 


NOTICH 
§ 1. Necessity of Notice 

The rule that parties to an action are fixed with notice of all motions or 
orders made during the term of court at which the cause is regularly calen- 
dared for trial uniess actual notice is required by the constitution or statute 
must bend to embrace common sense and fundamental fairness. Hagins v. Re- 
development Conin., 90. 

Notwithstanding the silence of a statute, notice of motion is required 
where a party has a right to resist the relief sought by the motion and prin- 
ciples of natural justice demand that his rights be not affected without an op- 
portunity to be heard, lbid. 


§ 2. Sufficiency and Requisites of Notice 

A party having notice must exercise ordinary care to ascertain the facts, 
and if he fails to investigate when put upon inquiry, he is chargeable with all 
the knowledge he would have acqvired had he made effort to learn the trut! 
of the matters affecting his interest. Hughes v. Highway Comm., 121. 

Means of information to put a party on notice should be accessible to 
those who are careful enough to search for it. bid. 


NUISANCE 
S$ 6. Parties 
Where the proposed use of land is unlawful, the owner of adjoining or 
nearby lands who will sustain special damage from the proposed use through 
a reduction in the value of his own property does have a standing to maintain 
an action to prevent such use. Jackson v. Bd. of Adjustment, 155. 
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PLEADINGS 


§ 14. Cross Action Against Co-Defendant 


In action for personal injuries based on active negligence of automobile 
driver, defendant driver may not maintain cross action against dealer who 
sold him the automobile for breach of warranty that automobile was free from 
mechanical defects, Anderson v. Robinson, 182. 

For one defendant to establish right to idemnity from Second defendant 
he must allege and prove (1) that the second defendant is liable to plaintiff 
and (2) that the first defendant’s liability to plaintiff is derivative. Jbid. 


§ 19. Effect of Demurrer 


A demurrer tests the sufficiency of the pleadings. Machine Co. v. New- 
man, 189. 

When pleadings are challenged by demurrer, they are to be liberally con- 
strued with a view to substantial justice between the parties. Ibid. 

Allegation by plaintiffs that defendants jointly and concurrently caused 
her injuries is a conclusion of the pleader and is not admitted by demurrer. 
Anderson v. Robinson, 182. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT 


§ 5. Scope of Authority 


Testimony by insurance agent as to extent of his authority to bind an 
insurance company for a particular risk is competent upon that question, 
though not conclusive. Wiles v. Afullinaz, 4738. 

Limitation placed by insurance company wpon authority of insurance 
agent to issue a binder for a particular risk is effective though the limitation 
was not known to the prospective insured. Ibid. 

Testimony by insurance agent that he had issued binders for a particular 
risk on behalf of an insurance company would be sufficient evidence to sup- 
port a finding that he had such authority generally. Ibid. 

An application form issued by an insurance company for use by its agents 
and acknowledged by defendant insurance agent to have been in his office at 
the time an alleged insurance binder was issued by the agent on behalf of the 
insurance company is competent upon the question of the authority of the 
agent to issue such a binder. Ibid. 


PROPERTY 


§ 2. Title and Right to Possession of Personalty 

A cause of action to quiet title to personal property may be maintained in 
equity where, due to exceptional circumstances, there is no adequate remedy 
at law. Machine Co. v. Newman, 189, 


§ 4. Criminal Prosecution for Wilful or Malicious Destruction of 

Property 

Indictment under G.S. 14-49 should contain identifying description of the 
property which defendant damaged or attempted to damage by use of explo- 
sives. S. v. Conrad, 342. 

Offense created by G.S, 14-94 and 14-94.1 is malicious injury or damage to 
real or personal property by use of high explosives, G.S. 14-94.1 providing addi- 
tional punishment if the property is occupied. Ibid. 

if the real or personal property is occupied at the time of the explosion, 
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PROPERTY — Continued 


the indictment should be drawn under G.S. 14-94.1 and describe the occupied 
property and any other property injured or attempted to be injured by ex- 
plosives. Ibid. 

In consolidated trial of separate indictments charging the same defendant 
with malicious damage to an occupied building and malicious damage to an 
automobile, where evidence discloses but one explosion and jury returns ver- 
diet finding defendant guilty of maliciously damaging an occupied building, 
further verdict of guilty of malicious damage to an automobile will be treated 
as surplusage. Ibid. 


QUIETING TITLE 


§ 1. Nature and Grounds of Remedy 


Cause of action exists in this State to quiet title to personal property. 
Machine Co, v. Newman, 189. 


§ 2. Actions to Remove Cloud on Title 


Complaint properly stated a cause of action to quiet title to shares of cor- 
porate stock. Machine Co. v. Newman, 189. 


RAILROADS 


§ 2. Maintenance of Tracks, Overpasses and Underpasses 

Where trains cross a highway or street at grade, the crossing is hazard- 
ous to persons and property. R. R, Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 

Automatie signaling devices at grade crossings benefit railroad by reduc- 
ing its risk of liability and risk of damage to its own equipment. Jbid. 

Municipal ordinances requiring a railroad company to pay 638% of the 
cost of installing automatic signal devices at two grade crossings and all of 
the annual cost of maintenance thereof held constitutional. Ibid. 

G.S. 186-20 and G.S. 62-237 do not establish a State policy with respect to 
the allocation of costs of grade crossing safety devices which is binding upon 
the governing body of a municipality. /did. 

Allocation of costs is a special factor to be considered by the courts in 
determining the validity of a municipal ordinance requiring a railroad to re- 
eoustruct an overpass. Raleigh v. BR. R. Co., 404. 

Where a municipality, pursuant to its police power, seeks to compel a 
railroad to reconstruct a trestle at its full or partial expense, the allocation 
of the cost is a part of its legislative function. /bid. 


§ 5. Crossing Accidents 

The law casts upon the operator of a motor vehicle a continuing duty to 
look and listen before entering upon a railroad crossing. Jernigan v. R. R. Co., 
Bet: 

In action to recover for injuries received when plaintiff motorist collided 
at nighttime with a train engine standing on railroad crossing, plaintiff’s evi- 
dence does not disclose contributory negligence as a matter of law. Jbdid. 


§ 6. Warning Devices; Flagmen 
Plaintiff has a right to place some reliance on railroad’s custom to have 
a flagman at a crossing. Jerngian v. KR. R. Co., 277. 
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RAPE 


§ 1. Elements of the Offense 

Rape is the carnal knowledge of a female person by foree and against 
her will. S. v. Primes, 61. 

The force necessary to constitute rape need not be actual physical force; 
fear, fright or coercion may take the place of force. Ibid. 

While consent by the female is a complete defense to the charge of rape, 
consent which is induced by fear of violence is void and is no legal consent. 
Ibid. 


§ 5. Sufficiency of Evidence 


Evidence held sufficient for jury in rape prosecution. S. v. Wright, 242; 
S. v. Williams, 77; 8S. v. Primes, 61. 


§ 6. Instructions and Submission of Lesser Degrees of the Offense 


In rape prosecution, court did not err jn failing to submit issue of assault 
with intent to commit rape. S. v. Williams, 77. 

Where all the evidence tends to show an accomplished rape, and neither 
the State nor defendant offers any evidence to support a verdict of assault 
with intent to commit rape, the trial court is not required to submit to the 
jury the issue of guilt of the lesser offense. S. v. Rhodes, 584. 

Although it was error for the trial judge in a prosecution for rape to tell 
the jury, in answer to their inquiry, the punishment for assault with intent 
to commit rape, the defendant was not prejudiced by the disclosure where 
all the evidence tended to show an accomplished rape and to prove defend- 
ant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt and where neither the State nor de- 
fendant offered any evidence to support a guilty verdict of the lesser and in- 
cluded offense. Ibid. 

In a prosecution for rape, the trial court in its charge correctly defined 
the offense of rape and instructed the jury as to its elements, and the ver- 
dicts which the jury might render upon the indictment. 8S. v. Perry, 565. 


§ 7%. Verdict and Judgment 


Imposition of death penalty upon conviction of rape is not unconstitutional 
per se. 8. v. Rogers, 411. 


REGISTRATION 


§ 8. Registration as Notice 


Purchaser of land is charged with notice of the contents of the deeds in 
his grantor’s chain of title. Hughes v. Highway Comm., 121. 


§ 5. Parties Protected by Registration 


Examiner of real estate is entitled to rely with safety upon an examina- 
tion of the records. Hughes v. Highway Comin., 121. 


SCHOOLS 


§ 15. Interrupting or Disturbing Public School 

G.S. 14-273, prohibiting the wilful interruption or disturbance of a school 
or injury to school property, is not unconstitutional for vagueness, In re Bur- 
rus, 517. 
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SEARCHES AND SEIZURES 


§ 1. Generally; Search Without Warrant 


The question of constitutional immunity to illegal searches and seizures 
does not arise where police officers were invited into defendant’s home by de- 
fendant and his wife and no search was conducted. S. uv. Morris, 50. 

Deputy sheriff’s entry into defendant’s home without a warrant was law- 
ful, and consequently his testimony relating to the crime scene inside the 
home was properly admitted into evidence, where the officer entered the dwell- 
ing at the request of defendant’s brothers. 8S. v. Robbins, 587. 

The reasonableness of a search without a warrant must be determined 
from the facts and circumstances of each individual case. Ibid. 


SOLICITORS 


Solicitor has the duty to see that a defendant is speedily brought to trial, 
S. v. Johnson, 264. 
Solicitors are elected by voters of the solicitorial district. S. v. Rogers, 411, 


STATE 


§ 4. Actions Against the State 


Action to require defendants, officials of the State, to award contract to 
plaintiffs as lowesr original bidder is held to constitute an action against the 
State which must be dismissed, the State not having consented to the suit. 
Electric Co. v. Turner, 493. 


§ 7%. Filing of Claim and Procedure Under Tort Claims Act 


Claimant must set forth name of alleged negligent State employee and 
act of negligence relied upon. Oraicford v. Board of. Education, 354. 

Industrial Commission has jurisdiction to hear claim under Tort Claims 
Act, notwithstanding affidavit failed to name the allegediy negligent bus driver, 
where claimant was permitted to amend affidavit to name employee and de- 
fense counsel stipulated that the named person was a State employee and 
that he was not taken by surprise, Jbid. 

In tort claim proceeding, defendant waived objection to conduct of second 
hearing by different hearing officer than one who conducted the original hear- 
ing. fbid. 


§ 8. Contributory Negligence 


Case law concerning a minor’s capability for negligence applies to claims 
under State Tort Claims Act. Crawford v. Board of Education, 354. 


STATUTES 

§ 1. Enactment 

Ratification certificates signed by President of the Senate and Speaker of 
the House are conclusive proof that a non-revenue statute was properly en- 
acted. Dyer v. City of Leatksville, 41. 

The House and Senate journals, not the certificates of ratification signed 
by the presiding officers, are the exclusive sources of proof as to whether a 
revenue bill was properly enacted. Ibid. 


§ 4. Construction in Regard to Constitutionality 


Act of Legislature is presumed constitutional. Vinson v. Chappell, 234; 
S. vw. Anderson, 168. 
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STATUTES — Continued 


The Constitution controls over a statute. Nicholson v. Education Assist- 
ance Authority, 489. 

If the valid provisions of a statute or ordinance are separable from in- 
valid provisions therein, so that if the invalid provisions be stricken the re- 
mainder can stand alone, the valid portions will be given full effect if that 
was the legislative intent. Jackson v. Bd. of Adjustment, 155. 

Constitutional requirements are met when the language of a statute pro- 
vides an adequate warning as to the conduct it condemns and prescribes bound- 
aries sufficiently distinct for judges and juries to interpret and administer it 
uniformly. In re Burrus, 517. 


§ 5. General Rules of Construction 


A statute must be construed in the light of the purpose to be accomplished. 
In re Filing by Fire Ins. Rating Bureau, 15. 

Statutory interpretation by court will prevail over interpretation by ad- 
ministrative agency. Pipeline Co. v. Clayton, 215. 

All parts of the same statute dealing with the same subject are to be 
construed together as a whole, and every part thereof must be given effect if 
this can be done by any fair or reasonable intendment. Jackson v. Bd. of 
Adjustment, 155. 

When a statute or ordinance prescribes two or more prerequisites to offi- 
cial action, the presumption is that none of them is a mere repetition of the 
others, Ibid. 

Although statutes dealing with the same subject matter must be construed 
in pari materia and harmonized to give effect to each, yet when the section 
dealing with a specific matter is clear and understandable on its face, it re 
quires no construction. Utilities Comm. v. Electric Membership Corp., 250. 

Section of a statute dealing with a specific situation controls, with respect 
to that situation, other sections which are general in their application, and 
especially so where the specific provision is the later enactment. Ibid. 


SUNDAYS AND HOLIDAYS 


Sunday observance law of the City of Raleigh does not violate ‘“establish- 
ment clause” of the First Amendment. Kresge Co. v. Tomlinson, 1. 


TAXATION 


§ 2. Uniform Rule and Discrimination 

Legislation authorizing consolidation of four separate municipalities into 
the new municipality of Eden is not rendered invalid by fact that property 
within both the new municipality and unaffected sewerage district is subject 
to taxation by both authorities while property in the new municipality but out- 
side of the sewerage district is subject only to city tax levies. Dyer v. City of 
Leaksville, 41. 


§ 9. Taxes Constituting Burden on Interstate Commerce 


Sales tax on interstate transaction violates commerce clause of Federal 
Constitution; use tax does not discriminate against interstate commerce. Pipe- 
line Co. v. Clayton, 215. 


§ 15. Sales, Use and Transfer Tax 


Sales and use taxes defined and distinguished. Pipeline Co. v. Clayton, 215. 
Net effect of including interstate transportation charges in use tax base 
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TAXATION — Continued 


and excluding intrastate transportation charges from sales tax base is to 
equalize the burden of tax on property sold locally and property purchased 
out of State. Ibid. 

Regardless of the time and place of passing title, the taxable event for 
assessment of the use tax oecurs when possession of the property is transferred 
to the purchaser within the taxing state for storage, use or consumption. Ibid. 


§ 23. Construction of Taxing Statutes 


Where the meaning of a tax statute is doubtful, it should be construed 
against the state and in favor of the taxpayer unless a contrary legislative 
intent appears. Pipeline Co. v. Clayton, 215. 


§ 31. Liability for Sales and Use Taxes 


Regardless of the time and place of passing title, the taxable event for 
assessment of the use tax occurs when possession of the property is transferred 
to the purchaser within the taxing state for storage, use or consumption. 
Pipeline Co. v. Clayton, 215. 

Statute providing for inclusion in use tax base of transportation charges 
paid by purchaser for transporting tangible personal property from point of 
purchase outside of N. ©. to point of use within State when purchaser takes 
title to the property at the point of origin outside the State held constitutional. 
Ibid. 

Prior to July 1, 1967 cash discounts allowed purchaser for payment within 
a specified time were not properly included in use tax base. Jbid. 

Statute of limitations bars action by Commissioner of Revenue for under- 
payment of use taxes which accrued more than three years prior to date that 
notice of assessment for underpayment was furnished to taxpayer. Ibid. 


TORTS 
§ 2. Joint Tortfeasor 
Allegation by plaintiff that defendants jointly and concurrently proxi- 
mately caused her injuries is a conclusion of the pleader and is not admitted 
by demurrer. Anderson v. Robinson, 182. 


§ 3. Rights Inter Se of Defendants Joined by Plaintiffs 

In action for personal injuries based on active negligence of automobile 
driver, defendant driver may not maintain cross action against dealer who 
sold him the automobile for breach of warranty that automobile was free 
from mechanical defects. Anderson v. Robinson, 182. 


TRESPASS TO TRY TITLE 


§ 4. Sufficiency of Evidence 

In action in trespass to try title involving boundary dispute, court’s 
conclusion that defendants are owners of lands described in answer is not 
supported by the findings where court failed to make findings specitically 
locating the disputed boundary lines. Cutts v. Casey, 599. 


TRIAL 
§ 6. Stipulations 


Where amount of damages recoverable, if any, was stipulated, evidence 
which tended to show amount is incompetent. Wiles v. Mullinag, 473. 
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TRIAL—Continued 


§ 21. Consideration of Evidence on Motion to Nonsuit 


Consideration of evidence upon motion to nonsuit. Bowen v. Gardner, 
363; Price v. Tomrich Corp., 385. 


§ 80. Effect of Nonsuit and of Refusal to Nonsuit 

During the term at which he enters judgments of nonsuit in plaintiff's 
actions, trial judge has the authority, upon his own motion and without giv- 
ing notice, to vacate the nonsuits and to restore the cases to the docket; but 
in the absence of official notice that the eases have been reinstated, plaintitf 
is not charged with knowledge of any further proceedings in the cases. Hagins 
v. Redevelopment Comm., 90. 


§ 31. Directed Verdict 


State is not entitled to directed verdict on issue of obstructing navigable 
stream. 8S. v. Brooks, 175. 


§ 35. Instructions on Burden of Proof 

In action for damages resulting from negligent failure of defendant in- 
surance agent to procure for plaintiff a renewal of workmen’s compensation 
insurance, trial court improperly placed upon defendants burden of proving 
performance of their undertaking. Wiles v. Mullinaz, 478. 

Instruction erroneously placing burden of proof of issue upon defendant 
is not cured by earlier instruction correctly placing the burden of that issue 
upon plaintiff. bid. 


§ 58. Findings and Judgment of the Court 
When jury trial is waived, judge must give his decision in writing, stat- 
ing findings of fact and conclusions of law separately. Cutts v. Casey, 599. 


TRUSTS 
§ 4. Charitable Trusts 

An absolute restraint against alienation in a gift to a charitable trust is 
not void. Trust Co. v. Construction Co., 399. 

Trial court properly exercised its equitable jurisdiction to permit the saie 
of trust property on the ground that changed conditions unforeseen by the 
trustor threatened the purposes of the trust, even though trust indenture pro- 
hibited absolutely alienation of the property. /bid. 


§ 10. Duration and Termination of Trusts 


A restraint on alienation is against public policy and void as to private 
trusts. Trust Co. v. Construction Co., 899. 


UNIFORM COMMERCIAL CODE 
§ 8. Application 


A contract of indorsement signed and delivered prior to the adoption of 
the UCC is not affected by changes made by the Code in Negotiable Instru- 
ments Law. Yates v. Brown, 684. 


UTILITIES COMMISSION 


8 4. Jurisdiction of Commission Over Electric Companies 


The Utilities Commission is a creature of the Legislature and has no au- 
thority to restrict competition between suppliers of electricity except insofar 


N.C. ] ANALYTICAL INDEX 787 


UTILITIES COMMISSION — Continued 


as that authority has been conferred upon it by statutes. Utilities Comm. v. 
Electric Membership Corp., 250. 

Where location of manufacturer’s plant building was outside a municipality 
and was not wholly within 800 feet of any line of any electric supplier, and 
was not partially within 3800 feet of the lines of two or more electric sup- 
pliers, manufacturer initially requiring electric service after April 20, 1965 
had the right to choose public utility, rather than electric membership corpora- 
tion, as its supplier of electricity, and the Utilities Commission is not autho- 
rized to forbid the public utility to serve the plant merely because the elec- 
trie membership corporation desires to perform the service and can reach the 
plant by relatively short extension of its lines across a highway while the 
public utility must build approximately four miles of line, substantially dupli- 
cating membership corporation’s line, in order to reach the plant. Jbid. 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES 


§ 6. Title and Rights in Navigable Waters 
State is not entitled to directed verdict on issue of obstructing navigable 
stream. S. v. Brooks, 175. 


§ 7. Marsh and Tide Lands 
Defendant’s evidence held insufficient to show 30 years adverse possession 
of marshlands allegedly owned by the State. S. v. Brooks, 175. 


WILLS 


§ 1. Nature of Testamentary Disposition of Property 
Right to make a will is not inherent or constitutional right but is con- 
ferred by statute. Vinson v. Chappell, 234. 


§ 30. Presumptions 

In making a will a husband or wife is presumed to have knowledge of 
and to have considered statutory right of spouse to dissent from will. Vinson 
v. Chappell, 234. 


§ 42. Restrictions on Alienation or Partition 
A restraint on alienation is against public policy and void as to private 
trusts. Trust Co. v. Construction Co., 399. 


§ 61. Dissent of Spouse 


Right of husband or wife to dissent from will of spouse is conferred by 
statute and may be exercised at time and in manner fixed by statute. Vinson 
v. Chappell, 234. 

Statute providing that second or successive spouse who dissents from will 
of his deceased spouse shall take only one-half of amount provided by Intes- 
tate Succession Act for surviving spouse if testator has surviving him lineal 
descendants by a former marriage but no surviving lineal descendants by 
second or successive marriage held constitutional. Jbid. 

Where testator leaves surviving him a wife and children, the wife has a 
right to dissent from testator’s will if the aggregate value of the provisions 
under his will for her benefit, when added to the value of the property or 
interests in property passing in any manner outside the will to her as a re- 
sult of his death, was less than her intestate share. G.S. 30-1. Ibid. 


WITNESSES 
§ 8. Cross-examination 
Trial court’s rulings on objections to cross-examination should not be dis- 
turbed except when prejudicial error is disclosed. S. v. Ross, 550. 


WORD AND PHRASE INDEX 


ABANDONED PROPERTY 
Instructions, S. v. Parrish, 69. 


ACCESSORY BEFORE FACT OF 
MURDER 

Proof of guilt of principal, 8S. v. Ben- 
ton, 378. 

Sufficiency of indictment, S. v. Benton, 
378. 


ADULTERY 
Divorce action — 
testimony by husband of wife’s 
adultery, Hicks v. Hicks, 370. 


ADVERSE POSSESSION 
Color of title — 
commissionet’s deed, Price v. Tom- 
rich Corp., 385. 
lappage, Price v. Tomrich Corp., 
385. 
Grazing cattle, S. v. Brooks, 175. 
Hunting as evidence, Price v. Tomrich 
Corp., 385. 
Lappage — 
possession by junior grantee under 
eolor of title, Price v. Tomrich 
Corp., 385. 
Marshlands owned by State, 
Brooks, 175. 
Sale of adjacent land, 8. v. Brooks, 175. 
Tacking, Price v. Tomrich Corp., 385. 
Taxes — 
listing and payment, 8S. v. Brooks, 
175. 


S. wv, 


ALIMONY 
See Divorce and Alimony this Index. 


APPEAL AND ERROR 
Constitutional question — 
review, Nicholson v. Education As- 
sistance Authority, 489. 
Contempt proceedings, Blue Jeans v. 
Clothing Workers, 503. 


APPEAL AND ERROR—Continued 
In forma pauperis, Zn re Burrus, 517. 
Juvenile delinquency proceeding, In re 
Burrus, 517. 
Law of the case — 
construction of insurance binder 
on former appeal, Wiles v. Mul- 
linazv, 473. 
Moot question — 
injunction to prevent diversion of 
school building to use by county 


technical institution, Parent- 
Teacher Assoc. v. Bd. of Educa- 
tion, 675. 

Objections — 


necessity for, S. v. Brooks, 175. 


Supreme Court — 
Supervisory powers, S. v. Jones, 
432. 
Theory of the case, S. v. Brooks, 175. 


ARREST AND BAIL 
Arrest without warrant — 
misdemeanor, S. v. Moore, 141. 
Informer — 
identity of, S. v. Moore, 141. 


ATTORNEY AND CLIENT 
Rights of litigants, Hagins v. Rede- 
velopment Comm., 90. 


AUTOMOBILES 
Agency — 
proof of vehicle registration, Bowen 
v. Gardner, 363. 
Breach of warranty — 
cross-action against automobile 
dealer, Anderson v. Robinson, 
132, 


Crosswalk, unmarked — 


right of pedestrian, Bowen v. 
Gardner, 368. 
Intoxicants — 
driving under influence, S. v. Mor- 
ris, 50. 
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AUTOMOBILES — Continued 
Lookout, duty to maintain, Bowen v. 
Gardner, 3638. 
Pedestrian — 
contributory negligence of, Bowen 
v. Gardner, 3868. 
Registration of motor vehicle — 
proof of agency of nonowner 
driver, Bowen v. Gardner, 368. 
Unmarked crosswalk — 
assumption that motorist will yield 
right-of-way, Bowen v. Gardner, 
368. 


AWOL 
Confession of defendant, S. v. Willianis, 
77. 


BILLS AND NOTES 
Indorsement — 
action on, Yates v. Brown, 634. 
construction of, Yates v. Brown, 
634, 


BLUE LAW 
Raleigh ordinance, Kresge v. Tomlin- 
son, 1. 


BONDS 

Issuance of tax-exempt revenue bonds 
by State education agency, Nicholson 
v. Education Assistance Authority, 
439. 


BOUNDARIES 


Disputed boundaries — 
sufficiency of findings, 
Casey, 599. 


Distance between fixed monuments, 
Cutts v. Casey, 599. 
Monuments — 
established line, 
599. 
Ownership of land — 
sufficiency of findings as to disputed 
boundaries, Cutts v. Casey, 599. 


Cutis v. 


Cutts v. Casey, 


BREACH OF WARRANTY 


Cross-action against automobile dealer, 
Anderson v. Robinson, 182. 
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CAPE LOOKOUT NATIONAL SEA- 
SHORE PARK 


Condemnation of land by State agency, 
S. vw. Club Properties, 328. 


CAPITAL PUNISHMENT 


Constitutionality of death penalty, S. 
v. Atkinson, 288; S. v. Rogers, 411. 


Exclusion of jurors opposed to, 8S. v. 
Williams, 77; S. v. Atkinson, 288; 
S. v. Rogers, 411. 

Expert testimony as to constitution- 
ality, S. v. Rogers, 411. 

Jury trial — 

right to, S. v. Atkinson, 288. 


Life imprisonment at first trial, retrial, 
S. v. Wright, 242. 


CHARITABLE TRUST 
See Trusts this Index. 


CHILDREN 
See Infants this Index. 


COLLEGES 

Issuance of tax-exempt revenue bonds 
by State Education Assistance Au- 
thority, Nicholson v. Hducation As- 
sistance Authority, 489. 


COLOR OF TITLE 
See Adverse Possession this Index. 


CONDEMNATION 
See Eminent Domain this Index. 


CONFESSIONS 
See Criminal Law this Index. 


CONSPIRACY 
Bill of particulars — 
“diverse others” in indictment, S. 
v. Conrad, 342. 
Co-conspirators — 
acts and declarations of, S. v. Con- 
rad, 342. 
confrontation, right to, S. v. Con- 
rad, 342. 
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CONSPIRACY—Continued | CONSTITUTIONAL LAW — 

Continuing offense, 8S. v. Conrad, 342. Continued 

Murder husband of defendant, 8. v, | Due process — . 
Horton, 651. confrontation at jail, totality of 


circumstances, S. v. Gatling, 625. 
line-up identification, S. v. Rogers, 
411, 
municipal ordinance allocating 
costs of grade crossing warning 


Order of proof, S. v. Conrad, 342. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 


Capital punishment — devices, R. R. Co. v. Winston- 
constitutionality, S. v. Atkinson, Salem. 463. 
(288; 8. v. Rogers, 411. municipal ordinance allocating 
discrimination against Negroes, 8S. eosts of reconstruction of over- 
v. Rogers, 411. pass, Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 454. 


exclusion of jurors opposed to, S. 
uv. Williams, 77; S. v. Atkinson, 
288; S. v. Rogers, 411. 

expert testimony as to constitu- 


Eminent domain — 
limitations on exercise of, S. wv. 
Club Properties, 328. 


tionality, S. v. Rogers, 411. Expert testimony — 
jury trial, right to, S. v. Atkinson, econstitutionality of death penalty, 
988. S. v, Rogers, 411. 
Confession — Informer — 
juvenile delinquency proceedings, identity of, S. v. Moore, 141. 
In re Burrus, 517. Injunctive relief -— 
Confrontation, right of — issue of constitutionality, Arresge 
acts and declarations of co-con- Co. v. Tomlinson, 1. 
spirators, S. v. Conrad, 342. Jury -—-- 
confession of co-defendant, S. v. discrimination, burden of proof, S. 
Parrish, 69. v. Atkinson, 288, 
waiver, S. v. Jfoore, 198. scruples against capital punish- 
Counsel, right to — ment, S. vw. Willians, T7: S. v. 
confrontation at jail, S. v. Gatling. Atkinson, 288; S, v. Rogers, 411. 
627, waiver of irregularity in forming, 
line-up identification, 8. v. Rogers, S, v, Atkinson, 288. 
411; S. v. Galting, 625. Jury trial, right to — 
litigant in civil action, Hagins v. criminal contempt proceeding, Blue 
Redevelopment Comm., 90. | Jeans v. Clothing Workers, 503. 
misdemeanor amounting to a ser- death penalty as discouraging, S. 
ious offense, S. v. Morris, 50. v, Atkinson, 288. 


juvenile delinquency proceeding, Jn 


Cross-examination, right of — Ep 
re Burrus, 517. 


acts and declarations of co-con- 
spirators, S. v. Conrad, 342. 

confession implicating co-defend- 
ant, 8. v. Parrish, 69; S. v. Con- 
rad, 342, 

restriction of repetitious examina- 
tion, S. v. Bumper, 670. 

Cruel and unusual punishment — 
death penalty for rape, S. v. Rog- 


Legislative powers — 
delegation of zoning powers to 
county, Jackson v. Bd. of Ad- 
justment, 155. 
exercise of eminent domain, 8. »v. 
Club Properties, 328, 
Geheral Assembly as coordinate 
branch of government, Nicholson 


a ree ee 


ers, 411, v. Education Assistance Author- 
expert opinion on, 8. v. Rogers, ity, 439. 
411. Line-up identification — 
Death Penalty. See Capital Punishment, due process, S. v. Rogers, 411; S. 


supra, v. Gatling, 625, 


N.C] 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW — 
Continued 


Motoreycle operators — 
statute requiring helmets, S. v. An- 
derson, 168. 
Police power — 
regulation of private and public 
electric suppliers, Utilities Conim. 
v. Electric Membership Corp., 
250. 
validity of municipal “blue law”, 
Kresge v. Tomlinson, 1. 
validity of municipal ordinance re- 
quiring grade crossing warning 
devices, R. BR. Co. v. Winston- 
Salem, 465. 
validity of proposed ordinance re- 
quiring reconstruction of over- 
pass, Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 454. 
Property rights — 
expenditure for lost cause, Hagins 
v. Redevelopment Conm,, 90. 
Public trial, right to — 
juvenile delinquency proceeding, Jn 
re Burrus, 517, 
Religion, freedom of — 
Sunday observance ordinance, 
Kresge v. Tomlinson, 1. 
Security in home, right of, 8. v. ob- 
bins, 537. 
Self-incrimination -— 
juvenile delinquency proceeding, 
In ve Burrus, 517. 
Speedy trial — 
unreasonable delay between issu- 
ance of warrant and return of 
indictment, 8. v. Johnson, 264. 
Sunday observance laws — 
validity of, Aresge Co. v. Tomiin- 
son, 1. 
Supreme Court — 
review of constitutional questions, 
Nicholson v. Education Assist- 
ance Authority, 489. 


U. S. Supreme Court — 
power of States to make their own 
rules of evidence, S. v. Bumper, 
670. 
Waiver — 
confrontation of witnesses, S. wv. 
Moore, 198. 
right to counsel, S. v. Aforris, 50. 
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CONTEMPT OF COURT 

Criminal contempt, Blue Jeans v. Cloth- 
ing Workers, 508. 

Right to jury trial, Blue Jeans v. 
Clothing Workers, 508. 


CONTRACTS 

Awarding State contract to lowest bid- 
der, Electric Co. v. Turner, 498. 

Construction of indorsement contract, 
Yates v. Brown, 684. 

Injunction to restrain new bids for 
State contract, Hlectric Co, v. Tur- 
ner, 493. 


CORPORATIONS 
Stock — 
action to quiet title, Wachine Co. 
v. Newman, 189. 


COUNTIES 
Zoning —- 
delegation of powers to Board of 
Adjustment, Jackson v. Board of 
Adjustment, 155. 
validity of ordinance permitting 
mobile home park, Jackson v. 
Board of Adjustment, 155. 


COURTS 
Jurisdiction of superior court — 
infant charged with capital felony, 
S. uv. Rogers, 411. 


| CRIMINAL CONTEMPT 


Right to jury trial, Blue Jeans v. Cloth- 
ing Workers, 508. 


CRIMINAL LAW 


Accessory before the fact of murder — 
indictment, S. v. Benton, 3878. 
proof of guilt of principal, S. wv. 

Benton, 878. 

Accident — 
defense to crime. &. v. Mercer, 108. 

Appeal — 
ease on appeal, service of, S. v. Al- 

kinson, 288. 
constitutional question, S. v. Par- 
rish, 69. 
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CRIMINAL LAW — Continued 


— eross-examination, rules on, S. v. 
Ross, 550, 
exceptions, necessity 
Rogers, 411. 
extension of time to serve case on 
appeal, 8S. v. Atkinson, 288. 
harmless error in instructions, 8. 
v. Gatling, 625. 
in forma pauperis, In re Burrus, 
517, 
juvenile delinquency proceeding, In 
re Burrus, 517. 
law of the case, confession, NS. v. 
Wright, 242. 
mere technical error, S. v. Gatling, 
625. 
Appeal as pauper, In re Burrus, 517. 
Arrest of judgment — 
invalid indictment, 8S. wv. Benton, 
378. 
Bloodstained clothing, admission of, SN. 
v. Atkinson, 288. 


Capacity of infant to commit crime, 8S. 
v. Rogers, 411. 


Capital punishment — 

constitutionality, S. vw. 
288; S. v. Rogers, 411. 

discrimination against Negroes, 8S. 
v. Rogers, 411. 

exclusion of jurors opposed to, S. 
v. Williams, 77; S. v. Atkinson, 
288; 8S. v. Rogers, 411. 

expert testimony as to constitution- 
ality, S. v. Rogers, 411. 

jury trial, right to, S. v. Atkinson, 
288. 

life imprisonment at first trial, re 
trial, S. v. Wright, 242. 


Circumstantial evidence — 
instructions, 8S. v. Wright, 242. 


for, S. wv. 


Atkinson, 


Confessions — 

applicability of Miranda to retrials 
begun after that decision, S. v. 
Swann, 644. 

AWOL defendant, S. v. Williams, 
77. 

corroboration of, S. v. Moore, 141. 

defendant wounded and in eustody, 
S. v. Williford, 575. 

erroneous admission of confession 
is prejudicial error, S. v. Willi- 
ford, 57d. 
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CRIMINAL LAW — Continued 


findings of fact, necessity, S. v. 
Moore, 141. 

former appeal, S. v. Wright, 242. 

illegal arrest, S. v. Afoore, 141. 

implicating co-defendant, S. v. Par- 

rish, 69. 
| law of the case, former appeal, S. 

a. Wright, 242. 

mental and physical condition, find- 
ings, 8S. v. Williford, 575, 

obtained prior to Miranda decision, 
S. v. Swann, 644. 

retrials, applicability of Miranda, 
S. vo. Swann, 644. 

| voir dire hearing, S. v. Moore, 141. 

| wounded defendant receiving hos- 

| pital treatment, S. v. Williford, 

| 515. 

Criminal responsibility, test of, S. v. 

Rogers, 411. 

Cross-examination of defendant — 
collateral matters, S. v. Ross, 550. 
restriction on argumentative and 

repetitious examination, S. v. 
Bumper, 670. 

Death penalty. See Capital Punishment, 

supra. 

I;vidence — 
bloodstained clothing, S. v. Atkin- 


j 
| 
son, 288. 





bullets taken from victim’s body, 
S. v. Ross, 550. 

clothing worn by rape victim, S. 
v. Rogers, 411. 

defendant’s intoxicated condition, 
S. v. Morris, 50. 

defendant’s release from prison, S. 
v. Perry, 565. 

hearsay testimony, S. v. Robbins, 
5387; NS. ve. Walters, 615. 

homicide prosecution, evidence of 
rape, S. v. Atkinson, 288. 

illegal search, S. v. Robbins, 587. 

iinpeaching evidence, negative tes- 
timony, S. v. Afoore, 198. 

medical expert testimony, S. v. 
Perry, 565. 

motion to strike, S. v. Perry, 565. 

playing cards at scene of crime, S. 
ov. Perry, 565. 

power of State to make its own 
rules, S. v. Bumper, 670. 

prior assaults, S. v. Moore, 198. 


N.C.] 
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CRIMINAL LAW — Continued 
shovel used in digging grave, 8. v. 
Atkinson, 288. 
Expert testimony -— 
constitutionality of death penalty, 
S, vu. Rogers, 411. 
failure to qualify medical doctor 
as expert, 8S. v. Perry, 565. 
Expression of opinion by court — 
comment on relevancy of evidence, 
S. v. Conrad, 342. 
Hearsay testimony — 
explanation of pistol, S. v. Walters, 
615. 
overheard conversation, S. v. Rob- 
bins, 537. 
Identification of defendant — 
belt around neck of defendant in 
line-up, S. v. Rogers, 411. 
evidence of defendant’s release 
from prison, 8. v. Perry, 565. 
in-court identification, S. v. Gat- 
ling, 625. 
police line-up, 8. v. Primes, 61; S. 
uv. Rogers, 411. 
previous identification at jail, S. 
uv, Gatling, 625. 
prompt identification of defendant 
at jail, S. cv. Gatling, 625. 
Tllegal arrest — 
subsequent confession, S. v. Moore, 
141. 


Impeachment — 
negative evidence, S. v. Moore, 198. 
restriction on repetitious questions, 
S. ©. Bumper, 670. 
Infants — 
capacity to commit crime, &. wv. 
Rogers, 411. 
Informer — 
identity of, &. v. Moore, 141. 
Insanity —- 
defense to crime, S. v. Mercer, 
108; 8. v. Atkinson, 288. 
expert testimony, S. v. Atkinson, 
288. 
low mentality as defense to crime, 
S. zu. Rogers, 411. 
Instructions -— 
accessory before fact of murder, 
S. v. Benton, 878. 
circumstantial evidence, SS. ». 
Wright, 242. 


CRIMINAL LAW — Continued 


inadvertent instruction on punish- 
ment in noneapital case, S. wv. 
Rhodes, 584. 
joint trial, 8S. v. Parrish, 69. 
lesser degree of the offense, S. v. 
Moore, 198. 
quantum of punishment, S v. 
Rhodes, 584. 
Issues submitted — 
joint trial, S. v. Parrish, 69. 
Joint trial — 
acts and declarations of co-con- 
spirators, S. v. Conrad, 342. 
confession implicating co-defend- 
ant, S. v. Parrish, 69. 
issues submitted, S. v. Parrish, 69. 
instructions, S. v. Parrish, 68; 8. 
v. Williford, 575. 
Jurisdiction — 
valid indictment, S. v. Benton, 378. 
Leading questions, S. v. Robbins, 537. 
Line-up identification — 
admissibility of evidence, S. v. 
Primes, 61; S. v. Rogers, 411. 
belt around defendant’s neck, S. 
v. Rogers, 411. 


Misadventure -—— 
defense to crime, 8. v. Mercer, 108. 


Misdemeanor —— 
right to counsel, S. v. Aforris, 50. 


Motion to dismiss, 8S. v. Cooper, 288. 


Nonsuit — 
eonsideration of evidence, S. vt. 
Primes, 61. 
defenses established by State’s evi- 
dence, S. v. Horton, 651. 
exculpatory and ineulpatory evi- 
dence, S. v. Horton, 651. 


Other offenses — 
AWOL defendant, 8. v. Williams, 
rie 
homicide prosecution, evidence of 
rape, S. v, Atkinson, 288. 


Parole — 
eligibility for, S. v. Johnson, 264. 


solicitor’s comment on, SS. wv. 
Rhodes, 584. 
Photographs —— 


corpse, S. v. Mercer, 108; 8. v. At- 
kinson, 288, 
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CRIMINAL LAW — Continued 
crime scene, S. v. Mercer, 108: 8. 
v. Atkinson, 288. 


Piea of not guilty — 
effect of, S. v. Perry, 565. 

Pretrial publicity — 
change of venue, S. v. Conrad, 342. 


Punishment — 
iinposition of greater sentence in 
superior court than in inferior 
court. S. v. Morris, 50. 
inadvertent instructions on quan- 
tuin of punishment, 8S. v. Rhodes, 
oS. 
serious offense, S. v. Morris, 50; 
Blue Jeans Corp. wv. Clothing 
Workers, 503. 
Speedy trial —- 
unreasonable delay between war- 
rant and indictment, S. v. John- 
son, 264. 


Supreme Court — 
supervisory power to review Court 
of Appeals, S. v. Jones, 482, 
Unconsciousness — 
defense to crime, 8. v. Afercer, 108. 
Variance between indictment and proof, 
S. v. Cooper, 288. 
Venue, change of — 
pretrial publicity, &. v. Conrad, 342. 
Witnesses — 
examination by trial court, S&S. w. 
Robbins, 587, 
failure to qualify medical doctor 
as expert. 8S. v. Perry, 565. 
imnpeachment of own witness, VN. 
v. Horton, 651. 


DEATH 

Distribution of wrongful death recov- 
ery in workmen’s compensation pro- 
ceeding, Buyers vu. Highway Comim., 
229. 


DEATH PENALTY 

Constitutionality of death penalty, S. 
v. Atkinson, 288; 8. v. Rogers, 411. 

Exclusion of jurors opposed to, S. 2. 
Williams, 77; 8. uv. Atkinson, 288; 
S. v. Rogers, 411. 

Expert testimony as to constitution- 
ality, S. v. Rogers, 411. 
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DEATH PENALTY—Continued 
Jury trial — 
right to, 8. v. Atkinson, 288. 
Life imprisonment at first trial, retrial, 
S.v. Wright, 242. 


DECLARATORY JUDGMENT ACT 


Validity of proposed ordinance requir- 
ing reconstruction of railroad over- 
pass, Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 454, 


DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRA- 
TION 

Validity of condemnation for national 
seashore park, S. v. Club Properties, 
328. 


DESCENT AND DISTRIBUTION 
Right to take property by — 
power of Legislature, Vinson v., 
Chappell, 234, 
Second cousins — 
Sixth degree of kinship, 8. v. All- 
red, 5d, 


DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
Juvenile delinquency proceeding — 
constitutionality of statute, I7 re 
Burrus, 517, 


DISSENT FROM WILL 


Second or successive spouse, Vinson v. 
Chappell, 234. 


DIVORCE AND ALIMONY 


Adultery — 
testimony by husband of wife’s 
adultery, Hicks uv. Hicks, 370. 
Recrimination — 
burden of proof, Hicks v. Hicks, 
3870. 


DOUBLE JEOPARDY 


Capital case — 
life imprisonment in first trial, re- 
trial, S. v. Wright, 242. 


EDEN 
Town of — 


validity of statute creating, Dyer 
v. Leaksviile, 41. 


N.C] 


ELECTRICITY 


Right of rural consumer to choose elec- 
tric supplier — 
jurisdiction of Utilities Comrnis- 
sion, Utilities Comm. v. Electric 
Jiembership Corp., 250. 


EMINENT DOMAIN 

Constitutional limitations, 
Properties, 328, 

Description of property, 
Highieay Comm., 121. 


S. vw Club 


Hughes ov. 


Lis pendens -— 
landowners condemnation as no- 
tice, Hughes cv. Highway Comm.,, 
els 
National scashore park — 
condemnation by State agency for, 
S. v. Club Properties, 328. 
Public purpose, NS. v. Club Properties, 
Sheets 
Title — 
time of passage, Hughes v. High- 
way Comm., 121. 


ESCAPE 
Commitment order, admissibility of, S. 
v. Cooper, 288. 
Nonsuit for varianee, S. v. Cooper, 288. 
Work release pass — 
lack of proof in escape prosecution, 
NS. a. Cooper, 288. 


ESTOPPEL 
Pleadings as, Aughes «uv. Wighieay 


Comm., 121. 


EVIDENCE 
See also Criminal Law this Index. 
Insurance coverage — 
competency of Industrial Comniis- 
sion’s opinion, Wiles v. Mullinaz, 
473, 


EXPLOSIVES 
Malicious injury to property by, S. wv. 
Conrad, 342. 


FIRE INSURANCE RATES 
Determination of. In re Filing by Fire 
Ins. Rating Bureau, 15. 
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FIRE INSURANCE RATES— 
Continued 

Fire Insurance Rating Bureau, In re 
Filing by Fire Ins. Rating Bureau, 
15. 


FORMER JEOPARDY 
Capital cases — 
life imprisonment in first trial, re- 
trial, Sic. Wright, 242. 


xRADE CROSSING 
Warning devices — 
municipal ordinance requiring, 
RR. Coa. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 


GRAND JURY 
ALoiion to quash indictment ~—- 
sysfematie exclusion of Negroes, 
S. v. Rogers, 411. 


HIGHWAY COMMISSION 
Afunicipal streets — 
grade crossing warning devices, 
R. R. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 


HIGHWAY CONDEMNATION 
see Eminent Domain this Index, 


HOMICIDE 


Aceessory before fact of murder — 
indictment, &, v. Benton, 378. 
proof of guilt of principal, S. ». 

Benton, 378, 
vecident —- 
defense fo erime, S. v. Afercer, 108; 
S. ct. Afoore, 198, 
Aets and declarations of c¢o-conspira- 
tors — 
confrontation, right to, 8. v. Con- 
rad, 342, 
Confrontatien, right to — 
acts and declarations of co-con- 
spirators, S. v. Conrad, 342. 
Conspiracy to murder defendant’s hus- 
band, S. v. Horton, 651, 
Conspiracy to murder sheriff, &. 
Conrad, 842. 

Death penalty — 

constitutionality of, 8. v. Atkinson, 
288. 

Elements of first-degree murder — 

intent to kill, &. v. Robbins, 537. 


vw. 
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HOMICIDE — Continued 


Evidence — 

bullets taken from victim’s body, 
S. v. Ross, 550. 

evidence of rape, S. v. Atkinson, 
288. 

hearsay, S. v. Robbins, 587; S. v. 
Walters, 615. 

prior assaults on victim and third 
person, 8, v. Moore, 198. 

shovel used to dig grave, S. wv. 
Atkinson, 288. 


First-degree murder — 

elements of the offense, 
Afoore, 198. 

instruction on involuntary 
slaughter, necessity for, 
Freeman, 662. 

sufficiency of evidence, SS. v. 
Moore, 198; 8S. v. Walters, 615. 


Hearsay evidence, S. v. Robbins, 537; 
S. uv. Walters, 615. 


Insanity 
defense to crime, S. v. Mercer, 108; 
S. uv. Atkinson, 288, 


Instructions — 
accessory before fact of murder, 
S. vu. Benton, 378. 
burden of proving mitigation or 
self-defense, S. v. Freeman, 662. 
error in charge of manslaughter, 
verdict of first-degree murder, 8S. 
». Freeman, 662. 
evidence of malice, S. v. Robbins, 
Dat. 
involuntary manslaughter, neces- 
sity for submission of issue, S. 
»”. Ross, 550; 8S. v. Freeman, 
662; S. v. Moore, 198. 
second-degree murder, S. v. Mer- 
cer, 108. 
Misadventure — 
defense to crime, S. v. Afercer, 108. 
Nonsuit, 8S. v. Robbins, 5387. 
Photographs — 
corpse and crime scene, S. v. Mer- 
cer, 108; S. v. Atkinson, 288. 
Premeditation and deliberation, S. v. 
Moore, 198; S. v. Robbins, 537; S. 
v. Walters, 615. 
Presumptions — 
intentional killing with deadly wea- 
pon, 8. v. Mercer, 108. 


SS. wv. 


man- 
S. v. 
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HOMICIDE — Continued 
Second-degree murder — 
instructions, S. v. Mercer, 108. 


Shovel used to dig grave, S. v. Atkin- 
son, 288. 
Unconsciousness — 
defense to crime, S. v. Afercer, 108. 


HUSBAND AND WIFE 
Testimony by husband of wife’s adult- 
ery, Hicks v. Hicks, 370. 


IMPEDING TRAFFIC 


Juvenile delinquency proceeding — 
constitutionality of statute, In re 
Burrus, 517, 


INDEMNITY 


Cross-action against automobile dealer, 
Anderson vu, Robinson, 182. 


INDICTMENT AND WARRANT 


Accessory before fact of murder — 
sufficiency of indictment, S. v. 
Benton, 378. 
Conspiracy — 
bill of particulars, S. v. Conrad, 
342, 


Defective indictment — 
allegations in warrant, 8S. v. Ben- 
ton, 378. 
consideration of evidence, 
Benton, 878. 
Motion to quash — 
low mentality, 8. v. Rogers, 411. 
systematic exclusion of Negroes 
from grand jury, S. v. Rogers, 
411, 
systematic exclusion of Negroes 
from administration of court 
system, S. v. Rogers, 411. 
Speedy trial, right to— * 
unreasonable delay in return of in- 
dictment, S. v. Johnson, 264. 


Variance, S. v. Cooper, 283. 


S. wv 


INDORSEMENT 


Action by indorsee on contract, Yates 
v. Brown, 634. 


N.C.] 
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INFANTS 
Capacity to commit crime, S. v. Rogers, 
411. 
Capital felony — 
jurisdiction of superior court, S. 
v. deogers, 411. 
Commitment during minority, 
Burrus, 517. 
Contributory negligence — 
Tort Claims Act, Crawford v. Bd. 
of Education, 354. 
Guardian ad litem, Hagins v. Rede- 
velopment Comm., 90. 
Juvenile delinquency proceeding, In re 
Burrus, 517. 
Next friend, Hagins v. Redevelopment 
Comm., 90. 
Rape prosecution, S, v. Rogers, 411. 


In re 


INFORMER 
Identity of, S. v. Moore, 141. 


INJUNCTIONS 


Action to restrain expenditure by Sate 
agency, Nicholson v. Education As- 
sistance Authority, 489. 

Bids — 

exercise of discretionary duty, 
Electric Co. v. Turner, 498. 


Diversion of school building to use by 
county technical institution — 
moot question, Parent-Teacher As- 
soc. v. Bd. of Education, 875, 


Municipal blue law — 
action to enjoin, 
Tomlinson, 1. 
Restraining new bids for State con- 
tract, Electric Co. v. Turner, 493. 
Zoning ordinance — 
right of landowners to restrain in- 
valid ordinance, Jackson v. Bd. 
of Adjustment, 155. 


Kresge Co. v. 


INSANE PERSONS 
Expert testimony -—— 
knowledge of right from wrong, 8. 
v. Atkinson, 288. 
Guardian ad litem, Hagins v. Rede- 
velopment Comm., 90. 


INSANE PERSONS—Continued 


Insanity as defense to crime, S. v. Mer- 
cer, 108; S. v. Atkinson, 288; S. v. 
Rogers, 411. 

Next friend, Hagins v. Redevelopment 
Comm., 90. 


INSTRUCTIONS 
See particular topics this Index. 


INSURANCE 
Agent — 
extent of authority, Wiles v. Mulli- 
naz, 4738. 
liability for failure to procure cov- 
erage, Wiles v. Mullinaz, 4738. 
Binders — 
authority of agent to issue and 
limitation on his authority, 
Wiles v. Mullinag, 473. 
Failure of agent to procure insurance 
coverage — 
competency of Industrial Commis- 
sion’s opinion, Wiles v. Mullinaa, 
473. 
lire insurance rates — 
determination of, In re Filing by 
Fire Ins. Rating Bureau, 15. 


INSURANCE BINDERS 


Sonstruetion of — 
authority of agent to issue, Wiles 
v. Mullinaz, 473. 
limitations on agent’s authority, 
Wiles v. Mullinag, 4738. 


INTESTATE SUCCESSION ACT 


Dissent from will — 
second or successive spouse, Vin- 
son v. Chappell, 2384. 


INTOXICATING LIQUOR 


Driving under influence — 
right to counsel, S. v. Morris, 50. 


JUDGMENTS 


Authority of court to change judgment, 
Cutts v, Casey, 599. 
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JUDGMENTS — Continued 
Competency of Industrial Commission’s 
opinion and award, Wiles v. Mulli- 
naz, 478. 
Out of session and out of county — 
authority of court. Cutts v. Casey, 
599. 


Res judicata — 
Industrial Commission 
Wiles v. Mullinaz, 478. 
question of insurance coverage, 
Wiles v. Maltinaz, 478. 
Vacating nonsuit judgment — 
notice to plaintiff, Hagins v. Re- 
development Conun., 90. 


opinion, 


JUDICIAL NOTICE 


Nature of locomotive headlights, Jerni- 
gan vu. RR. Co., 277. 


JURY 
Capital punishment -—— 
exclusion of jurors opposed to, S. 
uv. Williams, 77; S. v. Atkinson, 
288; S. v. Rogers, 411. 
Challenges for cause — 
desire of juror to affirm, S. uv. Af- 
kinson, 288. 
juror related to defendant, S. w. 
Allred, 554. 
juror related to State’s witness, S, 
v. Allred, 554. 
opposition to capital punishment, 
S. au. Williams, 77: 8. vu. Atkin- 
son, 288. 
second cousin to State’s key wit- 
ness, S. v. Allred, 554. 
Death penalty — 
jurors opposed to capital punish- 
ment, 8S. v. Williams, 77; 8S. wv. 
Atkinson, 288. 
Erroneously informed as to quantum of 
punishment, &. v. Rhodes, 584. 


Examination of jurors — 

right to examine jurors, S. v. All- 
red, 504. 

seruples against capital punish- 
ment, &. v. Williams, 77; 8S. v. 
Atkinson, 288; 8S. v. Rogers, 411. 

voir dire examination of jurors, 
purpose of, S. v. Allred, 554. 


JURY — Continued 


Excusal of jurors — 
court’s own motion, 8S. v. Atkinson, 


288. 
refusal to take oath, S. v. Athin- 
gon, 288. 


Group discrimination — 
burden of proof, S. v. Atkinson, 
288, 
Irregularity in forming — 
waiver of, S. v. Atkinson, 288. 
Peremptory challenges — 
capital case, 8. v. Allred, 554. 
exhaustion of, S. v. Allred, 554. 
Recommendation of life sentence in 
criminal cases, 8S. v. Rhodes, 584, 
Relation to State’s witness, S. v. All- 
red, dd4, 
Right of State to unbiased jury, S. v. 
Atkinson, 288. 
Right to jury trial — 
criminal contempt proceeding, Blue 
Jeans Corp. v. Clothing Workers, 
303. 
death penalty as discouraging, WN. 
v. Atkinson, 288. 
Waiver — 
irregularity in forming jury, S. wv. 
Atkinson, 288, 


JUVENTLE DELINQUENCY 
PROCEEDING 
Adequate notice, In re Burrus, 517. 
Alternative dispositions by court — 
In re Burrus, 51%. 
Coerced confession, Jn re Burrus, 517. 
Commitment during minority — 
constitutionality, In re Burrus, 517. 
Counsel, right to, In re Burrus, 517. 
Due process — 
requirements of, In re Burrus, 517. 
Jurisdiction of district court, fn re 
Burrus, 517. 
Jury trial, Jn re Burrus, 517. 
Juvenile Act — 
constitutionality of, In re Burrus, 
517. 
Probation — 
alternative disposition by court, In 
re Burrus, 517. 
Self-incrimination, In re Burrus, 517. 
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KIDNAPPING 


Identification of defendant — 
evidence of release from prison, SN. 
u. Perry, 565. 
Sufficiency of evidence, S. v. Williams, 
77; S. vw. Perry, 565. 


LABOR UNION 


Criminal contempt proceeding — 
right to jury trial, Blue Jeans 
Corp. v. Clothing Workers, 503. 


LAPPAGE 
See Adverse Possession this Index. 


LARCENY 

Abandoned property — 
instructions, 8S. v. Parrish, 69. 

Property in excess of $200 — 
instructions, S. v. Jones, 482. 
verdict of guilty as charged, S. v. 

Jones, 482, 
Value of property stolen, S. v. Jones, 
482, 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS 
Applicability to sovereign — 
use taxes, underpayment of, Pipe- 
line Co. v. Clayton, 215. 


LINE-UP IDENTIFICATION 


Belt around defendant’s neck, S. v. 
Rogers, 411. 
Due process — 

totality of circumstances, S. wv. 


Rogers, 411; S. v. Gatling, 628. 


LIS PENDENS 


Landowner’s condemnation proceeding 
as, Hughes v. Highway Comm., 121. 


LOCOMOTIVE HEADLIGHTS 


Intensity and focus of beam, Jernigan 
v. R. R. Co., 277. 


MALICIOUS INJURY TO 
PROPERTY 


By explosives, 8. v. Conrad, 342, 


MANDAMUS 

lXxercise of discretionary duty, Electric 
Co. v. Turner, 493. 

Requiring State officials to award con- 
tract to plaintiff, Electric Co. v. 
Turner, 493. 


MANSLAUGHTER 
See Homicide this Index, 


MARSHLANDS 
Owned by State — 
adverse possession of, S. v. Brooks, 
175. 


MASTER AND SERVANT 


See Workmen's Compensation this In- 
dex, 


MENTAL COMPETENCY 
Expert testimony — 
knowledge of right from wrong, NS. 
uv. Atkinson, 288. 
Insanity as defense to crime, S. v. Mer- 
cer, 108; 8. uv. Atkinson, 288. 
Low mentality as defense to crime, S. 
©. Rogers, 411. 
Next friend, appointment of — 
adult plaintiff, Hagins v. 
telopment Comm., 90. 
Requisites of competency and incompe- 
tency. Hagins wv. Redevelopment 
Comm., 90. 


Rede- 


MINORS 
See Infants this Index. 


MIRANDA v. ARIZONA 

Confessions obtained prior to Miranda 
decision, S. v. Swann, 644. 

Retrials begun after, S. v. Swann, 644. 


MOBILE HOME PARK 

Injunction to restrain county ordinance 
permitting, Jackson v. Board of Ad- 
justment, 155. 
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MOOT QUESTION 


Diversion of school building to use by 
county technical institution, Parent- 
Teacher Assoc. v. Bd. of Education, 
675. 


MOTORCYCLE OPERATOR 


Helmet —- 
statute requiring, constitutionality 
of, S, v. Anderson, 168, 


Negligence in striking pedestrian, 
Bowen wv. Gardner, 863. 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS 


Blue law — 
validity of ordinance, Kresge Co. 
v. Tomlinson, 1. 


Eden, Town of — 
validity of statute creating, Dyer 
v. Leaksville, 41. 
Grade crossing warning devices, ordi- 
nance requiring — 
allocation of costs for, R. BR. Co. v. 
Winston-Salem, 465. 


Ordinances, construction of — 
motive of city council, Kresge tv. 
Tomlinson, 1. 
requiring grade crossing warning 
devices, R. R. Co. v. Winston- 
Salem, 465. 
requiring reconstruction of over- 
pass, Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 454. 
Police power — 
validity of blue law, Kresge Co. v. 
Tomlinson, 1. 


Railroad overpass, ordinance requiring 
reconstruction — 
allocation of cost, Raleigh v. R. R. 
Co,, 454. 
Taxation — 
double taxation by different mu- 
nicipalities, Dyer v. Leaksviile, 
41, 


Zoning — 
right of landowner to restrain in- 
valid zoning order, Jackson v. 
Bad, of Adjustment, 155. 


MURDER 
See Homicide this Index. 
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NEGATIVE TESTIMONY 
Impeachment purpose, S. v. Moore, 198. 


NEGLIGENCE 

Burden of proof, Jernigan v. R. R. Co., 
277. 

Primary and secondary liability, Ander- 
son v. Robinson, 182. 


Sight and hearing — 
use of, Jernigan v. R. R. Co., 277. 


NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS 
See Bills and Notes this Index. 


NEGROES 
Systematic exclusion — 
administration of court system, S. 
v. Rogers, 411. 
grand jury, S. v. Rogers, 411. 


NEXT FRIEND 


Appointment for adult plaintiff — 
necessity for hearing, Hagin v. Re- 
development Comm., 90. 


NOTICE 

Lis pendens as, Hughes v. Highway 
Comm., 121. 

Necessity for in absence of statute, 
Hagins v. Redevelopment Comm., 90. 

Registration of deed as, Hughes v. 
Highway Comm., 121. 


OUTER BANKS 

Condemnation of land by State agency 
for national seashore park, S. v. Club 
Properties, 328. 


OVERPASS 
Municipal ordinance requiring recon- 
struction of — 
allocation of costs, Raleigh v. R. R. 
Co., 454. 


PHOTOGRAPHS 
Admissibility of — 
corpse, S. v. Mercer, 108. 
crime scene, S. v. Mercer, 108; 8. 
v. Atkinson, 288. 
location of body, S. v. Atkinson, 
288, 


N.C] 


PICKETING 


Right of striking workers to jury trial, 
Blue Jeans Corp. v. Clothing Work- 
ers, 503. 


PLEADINGS 
Demurrer — 
purpose of, Machine Co. v. Neuw- 
man, 189. 
Estoppel by, 
Comm., 121. 
Primary and secondary liability, An- 
derson v. Robinson, 182. 


Hughes wv. Highway 


PRESUMPTIONS 

Adverse possession under color of title, 
Price v. Tomrich Corp., 385. 

Constitutionality of statute, S. v. An- 
derson, 168; Vinson v, Chappell, 284. 


Intentional killing with deadly weapon, 
S. v. Mercer, 108. 


PRETRIAL PUBLICITY 
Change of venue, 8S. v. Conrad, 342. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT 


Authority of insurance agent to issue 
binders, Wiles v. Mullinaz, 478. 


PROPERTY 
Malicious damage by explosives, S. v. 
Conrad, 342. 
Personal property — 
right of action to quiet title to, 
Machine Co. v. Newman, 189. 
Zoning ordinance -— 
right of landowner to challenge va- 
lidity of, Jackson v. Bd. of Ad- 
justment, 155. 


QUALIFIED INDORSEMENT 


Documents constituting, 
Brown, 684. 


QUIETING TITLE 
Personal property — 
right of action, 
Newman, 189. 


Machine Co. v 


Yates v, 
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RAILROADS 


(Crossing accident — 
motorist’s contributory negligence, 
Jernigan v. R. R. Co., 277. 
(;rade crossing warning devices — 
allocation of costs, R. R. Co. v, 
Winston-Salem, 465. 
municipal ordinance requiring, 
R. Rk. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 
Locomotive headlight, Jernigan v. R. R. 
Co., 277. 
Overpass — 
justiciable controversy under Dec- 
laratory Judgment Act, Raleigh 
ov. R. R. Co., 454. 
municipal ordinance requiring re- 
construction of, allocation of 
costs, Raleigh v. R. R. Co., 454. 
Reconstruction of overpass — 
municipal ordinance requiring, Ra- 
leigh v. R. R. Co., 454. 
Warning devices — 
municipal ordinance requiring, R. 
R. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 


RALEIGH 


Validity of Sunday observance ordi- 
nance, Kresge v. Tomlinson, 1. 


RAPE 
Assault with intent to commit rape — 
submission of issue to jury, S. v. 
Williams, 77; S. v. Rhodes, 584. 
Clothing worn by victim — 
admissibility, S. v. Rogers, 411. 
Consent, S. v. Primes, 61. 
Constitutionality of death penalty for, 
S.u. Atkinson, 288; 8. v. Rogers, 411. 
Evidence of in homicide prosecution, 8. 
v, Atkinson, 288. 
Force, S. v. Primes, 61. 
Identification of defendant — 
evidence of release from prison, NS. 
ve, Perry, 565. 
Infant charged with rape, S. v. Rogers, 
411, 
Life imprisonment at first trial, retrial 
for life, S. v. Wright, 242. 
Submission of assault with intent to 
rape, S. v. Williams, T7; 8S. v. Rhodes, 
oS. 
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RAPE—Continued 


Sufficiency of evidence, 8. v. Williams, 
77; S.v. Wright, 242. 


RECRIMINATION 


Testimony by husband of wife’s adult- 
ery, Hicks v. Hicks, 370. 


REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 


Appointment of next friend for adult 
plaintiff, Hagins v. Redevelopment 
Comm., 90. 


REGISTRATION 


Agency of nonowner driver, Bowen v. 
Gardner, 363. 


Notice, Hughes v. Highway Comm., 121. 


Parties protected, Hughes v. Highway 
Comm., 121. 


RESTRAINT ON ALIENATION 


Void as to private trust, Trust Co. v. 
Construction Co., 399. 


RULE AGAINST PERPETUITIES 


Charitable trusts, Trust Co. v. Con- 
struction Co., 399. 


RURAL CO-OPERATIVE 
MEMBERSHIP CORPORATION 

Right of rural consumer to choose elec- 
tric supplier, Utilities Comm. v. Elec- 
tric Membership Corp., 250. 


SCHOOLS 
Diversion of school building to use by 
county technical institution — 
moot question, Parent-Teacher As- 
soc. v. Bd. of Education, 675. 
Interruption or disturbance of — 
juvenile delinquency proceeding, In 
re Burrus, 517. 


SEARCHES AND SEIZURES 


Consent to search by homeowner, S. ”. 
Morris, 50. 
Unreasonable search, 8. v. Robbins, 537. 
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SOLICITOR 


Duty to insure speedy trial for defend- 
ant, S. v. Johnson, 264. 


STATE 


Department of Administration as land 
acquisition agency, S. v. Club Prop- 
erties, 328, 

Injunction to restrain expenditures by 
State agency, Nicholson v. Education 
Assistance Authority, 489. 


Injunction to restrain new bids for 
State contract — 
consent to suit, 
Turner, 498. 
Television transmitting equipment — 
injunction to restrain new bids for 
State contract, Electric Co. v. 
Turner, 498. 


Tort Claims Act — 

affidavits, requisites of, Crawford 
v. Bd. of Education, 354. 

contributory negligence by minor, 
Crawford v. Bd. of Education, 
854. 

school bus accident, Crawford v. 
Bd. of Education, 354. 

second hearing by different hearing 
ofticer, Crawford v. Bd. of Edu- 
cation, 354. 


Electric Co. v. 


STATE EDUCATION 
ASSISTANCE AUTHORITY 

Authority to issue tax-exempt revenue 
bonds, Nicholson v. Education As- 
sistance Authority, 489. 


HIGHWAY COMMISSION 


Municipal streets —- 
grade crossing warning devices, 
R. R. Co. v. Winston-Salem, 465. 


STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 


Underpayment of use taxes, Pipeline 
Co. v. Clayton, 215. 


STATUTES 


Constitutionality of — 
statute creating Town of Eden, 
Dyer v. Leaksville, 41. 
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STATUTES—Continued TAXATION—Continued 
statute requiring motorcycle op- | Sales tax — 


eratcrs to wear helmets, &. wv. 
Anderson, 168. 
tax statute, Pipeline Co. v. Clay- 
ton, 215. 
Eden, Town of — 
validity of statute creating, Dyer 
y. Leaksville, 41. 
Non-revenue act —— 
proof of enactment, Dyer v. Leaks- 
ville, 41. 

Pari materia, Jackson v. Bd. of Ad- 
justment, 155; Utilities Comm. v. 
Electric Membership Corp., 252. 

Particular vy. general provisions, til- 
ities Comm. v, Electric Membership 
Corp., 250. 

Presumption of constitutionality, 8S. v. 
Anderson, 168; Vinson v. Chappell, 
234; S. v. Rogers, 411. 

Revenue act — 

proof of enactment, Dyer v. Leaks- 
ville, 41. 

Separability of valid provisions, Jack- 
son v. Bd. of Adjustment, 155. 

Vagueness — 

constitutionality, In re Burrus, 517. 


SUNDAY 

Validity of Raleigh ordinance prohibit- 
ing sale of certain goods on, Kresve 
v. Tomlinson, 1. 


SUPREME COTRT 


Appellate jurisdiction — 
supervisory powers, S. v. Jones, 
432; Nicholson v. Education As- 
sistance Authority, 439. 
‘Constitutional question — 
review of, Nicholson v. Education 
Assistance Authority, 489. 


TAXATION 
Construction of tax statute, Pipeline 
Co. v. Clayton, 215. 
Double taxation by different munici- 
palities, Dyer v. Leaksvilie, 41. 
Eden, Town of — 
validity of statute creating, Dyer 
vw. Leaksville, 41. 


interstate transaction, Pipeline Co. 

v. Clayton, 215. 
Use tax — 

eash_ discounts, 
Clayton, 215. 

interstate transportation charges, 
constitutionality, Pipeline Co. v, 
Clayton, 215. 

statute of limitations, Pipeline Co. 
v. Clayton, 215. 


TELEVISION TRANSMITTING 
EQUIPMENT 
Injunction to restrain new bids for 


State contract, Hlectric Co. v. Turner, 
498. 


TORT CLAIMS ACT 


Contributory negligence by minor, 
Crawford v. Bd. of Education, 354. 


School bus accident, Crawford v. Bd. 
of Education, 354. 

Second hearing by different hearing of- 
ficer, Crawford v. Bd. of Education, 
354, 


TRANSPORTATION CHARGES 


Use tax basis, Pipeline Co. v. Clayton, 
215. 


TRESPASS TO TRY TITLE 


Judgment out of session and out of 
county — 

authority of court, Cutts v. Casey, 
599. 


TRIAL 
Nonsuit — 
consideration of evidence on mo- 
tion, 8S. v. Primes, 61; Bowen v, 
Gardner, 368. 
contributory negligence, Bowen v. 
Gardner, 368. 
Vacating nonsuit judgment, Hagins v. 
Redevelopment Comm., 90. 
Waiver of jury trial — 
filing of judgment, Cutts v. Casey, 
O99. 
written decision, Cutts v. Casey, 
599. 
Witnesses — 
examination of by trial judge, S. 
v. Robbins, 587. 


Pipeline Co. v. 
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TRUSTS 
Charitable trust — 
absolute restraint against aliena- 
tion, Trust Co. v. Construction 
Co., 399. 
modification of trust to permit sale 
of property, Trust Co. v. Con- 
struction Co., 399. 
Rule against perpetuities — 
inapplicable to charitable trust, 
Trust Co. v. Construction Co., 
399. 


UNCONSCIOUSNESS 
Defense to crime, S. v. Mercer, 108. 


UNIFORM COMMERCIAL CODE 
Effective date, Yates v. Brown, 634. 


USE TAX 
Cash discounts — 
statute of limitations, Pipeline Co. 
v, Clayton, 215. 
Interstate transportation charges — 
constitutionality, Pipeline Co. v. 
Clayton, 215. 


UTILITIES COMMISSION 
Right of rural consumer to choose elec- 
trie supplier — 
jurisdiction of Utilities Comm., 
Utilities Comm. v. Electric Mem- 
bership Corp., 250. 


VENUE 


Change of — 
pretrial publicity, 8S. v. Conrad, 342. 


VOCATIONAL EDUCATION OF 
ADULTS 

Diversion of school building to use by 
county technical institute, Parent- 


WORD AND PHRASE INDEX 


VOCATIONAL EDUCATION OF 
ADULTS—Continued 


Teacher Assoc. v. Bd. of Education, 
675. 


WARRANT 


See Indictment and Warrant this In- 
dex. 


WILLS 


Dissent from will — 
right of surviving spouse, Vinson 
v. Chappell, 234. 
second or successive spouse, Vin- 
son v. Chappell, 2384. 


WITNESSES 


Cross-examination of defendant — 
collateral matters, 8S. v. Ross, 550. 


Failure to qualify medical doctor as 
expert witness, S. v. Perry, 565. 


WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION 
Failure of insurance agent to procure 
workmen’s compensation insurance, 
Wiles v. Mullinaz, 478. 
Industrial commission — 
scope of review, Byers v. Highway 
Comm., 229. 
Wrongful death recovery — 
distribution of proceeds, Byers v. 
Highway Comm., 229. 
employer’s right to subrogation, 
Byers v. Highway Comm., 229. 


WORK RELEASE PASS 


Failure of proof in escape prosecution,,. 
S. v. Cooper, 283. 


ZONING 
See Counties and Municipal Corpora-. 
tions this Index, 


